
DOCUMENT RESUME
,

, 4

.

.,.

ED 236 781 EA 0 6 167
,

PI.

.
,

TITLE Financing Schooling in Alberta: Report of the
. . Minister's Task Force on School Finance, 19,82.

INSTITUTION Alberta Dept. of Education, Edmonton. -

PUB DATE. Dec 82
NOTE 52p.; For related docu4lits', see EA .016 168-169.
AVAILABLE FROM Pdblications, Alberta'Education,' Devonian Building, (

11160 Jasper Avenue,'Edmonton, Alberta T5K OL2
.

.-.4

\' Canada. ..

I

PUB TYPE \ Reports Evaluative/Feasibility (142) .

;/
.

EDRS PRICE MFO1)PC03 PlusPostage. ,----

DESCRIPTORS *Access to Education; Beoards.of Education;'"
t- Categorical Aid; *Educational Equity ,(Finance); (-

,*Educational Finance; Elementary SecOndary Education; .,

, Equaliiation Aidr*Eyaluation; *crantis; SchoOf
SuppOrt;Special Education; Spe 'al Programs; *State

,,..
... Aid; Tax Allocation N j

IDENTIFIERS *Alberta
...,

,-, --
i

ABSTRACT
,

,Reporting on schoolfinanding in. Alberta, 1982
Task-Force presentsqts conclusions and recommendations: These a're
based on the evaluation of finance plans in terms-of the following

.

stated principles: educational equality and financial equity,
educational program and schoollinance,Cleadership:, diversity of
revenue sources, and ,local contin. The Task Force, concerned-with
the issues of adequAaca7 of funding and-reducing the Complexity of
funding - programs,, concluded that-there-is a'neethfor local access'to
a broader financial resource, base and th the province should set, a
goal to improve four grant areas: small sch 1. assistance gra-nt,
small school jurisdiction, grant, declining en 011ment grant, and
supplementary.requisition equalization pant. The Task Force also
found that there is ho acceptable definition of, 'basic education" and
suggested an operational definition. It recd ended fur&er, study ofleadership and found no 'acceptable tax.sou-ct fOr new revenue raising
for\scllool boards. The Task Force concluded that provincialtControls
on school board supplementary requisitions are inappropriate and
_recommended changes to simplify grant forpulas While specifying that

N 'the ,grant purposeS should still be fulfilled.The report' includes a
. selected bibliography and three appendixes.AMD)

4

, 4****t****************************************4************************
* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that-can

e
be made. *

* from the. original document. *

**********************-***********************************************-



"REFNISSION TO REPBODUCE-I'HIS
MATERIAL IN MICROFICHE ONLY
HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

.1'.

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)"

A

U S DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL SOURCES INFORMATION

CE TER IERICI
This docume has been reproduced as
received from the person or organization
ooginating it

Minor changes have been made to improve
reproduction (illeIIIIY

.
Points of view or opoionssthted in this docu

men t do not necessarilf represent official NIE

position or policy

V

I '

0

"

r

'

5



.ti

4.1 1

a ".

FINANCING SCHOOLING IN ALBERTA:
REPORT OF THE MINISTER'S TASK FORCE

ON SCHOOL PNANCE

I"?

1982 ./A

no

<LA

c

3

Ma'

Albe EduCations
Edmonton, Alberta

December 1982
-

e:>7



a

Page ii

.72

r.

t
. µad I

.-/

Further information about this report and the
Summary Report may be obtained from:

Alberta Education.
Devonian
11160 Jasper Avenue
Edmonton, Alberta T5K OL2

Telephone: (403)4277219

N'

..3

I

.
A

41.

. 4

c-

r

r



-5

December 22, 1982 .

Honourable David King
.

Minister of Education
$

Legislative BuildThgl
Edmonton, Alberta

Dear Mr: King:
c ,

Re: Report.of the Ministers Task. Force on 'sch0O1 Finance
i 1

On behh,.1); of the School Finance Taskl Force, Is,.am pleaged to provide
..,_ ...----.5

yOu with its..final report. As.requiied by the Mirtisterial Order( ' '

estabfislaing the task Fope.,"the report is'being,forwarded tto you
, prior to yea's end, December 31,,1962. The 6report is the culmina-, -x

tion of fifteen monthsofdeiiberations, during which time the
.f 47, .,-

Task Forde commissioned re'search,studies;'initiaed preparation of
v°staff.papers anddebated,,significant issues-related to the funding

*--

of schoolin in Alberta today:. .7- %Tr
2,

41 k ..,,..
.

_

. the central .conclusion of the Task Force is- at the current arrange-
. 'merits in Alberta .exhibit feig deficaAcies w en compared, with ,provisions

1\\ elsewhere in Nord' America in terms. of .wha Make.,,a----go-- od sAhoel
,

finance
s'.'' plan. Our present plan combines a comOaratiVely,high level 6.f overall

support from the general revenues of the provin e with extensive spesial:
...., assistancelt6 account for uniqte local circums arices. .As Well,' the plan

allows for aJiigh degree-of local choice in programming, spending and 's

taxation. HOwever, while the TaSk Force endorges the furrent structure
4

ef the Alberta school finance plan, it argues that the plan can and
.. should be improved through s-ibstantiai increases ini.tfie level of funding.

. ..1 .
''

'

4...
.,' The two most pfovocatLe and topical issues with which the Thsk'FOrce ....

dealt were the reviewipf local school supplomentary,requiationg-ciandan
... attempt to. describe the essential elements. of a provincial education ,plan. s

N...
NI,

.

\..... .
/IN. . .

.' Regarding'local school supglem ntary requisitions the Task Force notes
f\ with concern the marked incre es during the past few-yearsan'd the

alarm . .
rssed by local municipal authoritiks over, the growing Jocalexp e1

') tax, burden. Though it is true that the size of the supplementary; ,

) requisition is.set,by thelocal=school jurisdiction, it is done strictly
. . r

1,...
/ ..,,

A '
"

I-

I
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Honourable David King
Page two
pecember 20, 1982

P

'V.

' , .

within thA provisions of Provincial regulation: 'PeCent increase's are
the reflection of the efforts of "responsible school authorities striv-
ing to maint.in the level ofservice in the ,face of inflatiOn and,

4,
-.t, increasing service demands'. The Task %Force takes thp position that

necessary increases in loCal supplIpentary requisitions can be kept to
a minimbm only, if the Province,assumes, from thp general revenues,of,---'

_

.the,provincea greater share of total schooling costs.
.

.

fi%

After extensive study Sand discussion, the Task Force oncluded.
.4.

that. Principle TWO, linking school financial rrangements with arpro-
vincial educa-Cionplarr, should beinterprete in'the light of current .

school board practice. The educational 'plan s what is happening in the
.schools now. It is a function of'llirvincial equireMents, school' board

tdesires and local community aspirations, geogr hy, and_availability'ef
financial resources. The Task Force's recommend-A:tons in.this Matter
are directed towards enhancing. the prOgram and increasing its access-

o

ibility in,all school jurisdictions without prescribing to them-what
their ptogr4m should bp). --,. .

i1
1

.
_...- .

Other important matters treated in the TaskForce report are:, the
adequacy ot,.geheral funding; adequacy of special fdlding, improvements
in gtant systems, and,proposals for the reduction in 41e number of indi-.

.

vidual grants.. 7_

/
I am confident you wills find the views of the Task Force of

, considerable value,.
\

=--On behalf ofIthe-Task Force, I would like to ,express our appreciation
.for the opportunity to address issues of such considerable impOrtance

,
. to -so many Albertans. - ....

_

)

,

, . Sincerely,

Chlrman
Schobl Finance Task'' Force

dr

ti"

Page, iv

1

1'
,Td



TABLE CF CONTP\ITS

FORE1ORD .. vii
.i

LACKNOWLEDGENfENTS . cl viii

I. INTROQUCTION "i.;
Back round

'Man to of 1981-82 School Finance
Task Force

#
4

II. RATIONALE FOR AN ALBERTA '''
SCHOOL FINANCE PLAN .,

issues ' -2,,,,i '

General Principles of School Finance

Ill. CONCLUSIONS AND , l
RECOMMENDATIONS . il.

Principle 1: E...0cational Equality and
Financial Equity '

Equal Opportunity: Providing for

1

- 1

3

7
7
7

'9

t
9

0. 1,

1)

,

1
I

r

.

,s

Special Program Needs-
' . Financial Equity /

knciple a; Educational Program and )

School Finance n,

Principle 3: Leadership
Principle 4: Diversity o
Revenue Sources .

IsPrincipl 5, and 7: Local Colitrol
Adequa y of Funding.
Reducing the Complexity of the
Funding ProOram

IV, SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS)

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY

APPENDIX A. 'Ministerial Order. Establishing the
School Finance Task Force -

APPENDIX B. "981-82 Task Force
Membership

APPENDfX C.. List of tudies:.Stages 1 and 2 of
"FinanCing Schooling in Alberta'
Project

10

12

21

23 .

<:"

'

24
25
26 .

28

31

34 ri
0

35 .

37

39

Page v



1

,

I

LIST OF FIGURES'
J . (..,

-
t..I i

ri ..$
r 1

I,

Figure 1. Sourceilof School Board. Revenue 2

Figure 2. Evolution of Grants under
School Grants Regulations,

p

A

1971-1982 , 5 N i
b ..1.

Eigure 3,. Provincial and Local Shares of
Total Schocil oasts - 14

.
..

s.\ q
.

(

4LOST OFTAOLES

a '

Table 1. . Evolutiop of SchoolioundatiOnv
Program Furic1,1972-1984' 4

,
Table 2. ,., Proposed Special Education Program

ea Levels and Associated Categories of\ . .
FandicAp (Early Childhood Services
through Grade 12)/ 11

(
Table 3. Provincial Support of

Pupil frqnsportatiori, 1981 a. 27
1

.ty-Table 4. School Finance Task ?orce ^,...,_

Recommendations, 1982 32
.9 -?

...--

r.

e,
.../ .1

1, /
...

to,1

8



44

FOREWORD

a

sk

The,appointment of the preserl,School Finance
Task Foce in the summeror1981 was the
part of a systematic two -stage review of school
.finance arrangements in Alberta. The first part of the
review Began in 1980 and provided information MI
historical developments in Arberta.school financing;

.trends and patterns in school board revenues and
expenditures, staffing,%pupil enrolments, and
curribt4lar programs; and new analytic tools and
techniques which doyld-be used in reviewing 4
contemporary scho6I finance Ksues. x

In this second and final.(Stqe 2)1-repoli, the.
Task Force'presents its conclusions and makes
recommendations to the rkiiiiitster of Education

Jegarding an Alberta school finance plan. These
conclusions and recommendations reflect the besf
judgements of theTaskForce aftef careftil
consideration of Stage 1 and Stage 2 research
findings and lengthy discussion of major school
finance issues. (,

i

r

I

4:

,

11.
. , .

.

I

4

".

-t

'The publication enti led-Frriancing 'K-12 Schooling in,.
Alberta: Stage 1 (Alberta Education, 1981) consolidates
the informationeAembled during the first stage.
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Back round

OVERVIE

r CHAPTER !
!INTRODUCTION

,
. Prior to tile. turn of the century, before Al
became a pr vince, parents built a schoo.1, hire d a
teacher, taxe themselves to pay expenies and
that was the chool finance plan. Today the situation
is considera ly different; the system for collecting
and distribut ng for education in Alberta is
very complex. The omplexity is eiddeht even when
the school finance plan is described -in its mostioasic
te)ms. .

The revenues of local school jurisdictions (see
FigA) in Alberta fdll into four majbccategor les:
School Foundyion Program Fund (SFP,F), other ,,

provincial grants, sup-plen)entary requisitions, and
miscellaneous revenues. he Foundation i.

Program Fund cOvers":6agirrnstrUation,
transportation anti administration' olds debt service.
Other forOlnoial grants provide specific support for
numero6s pro'graens, including early childhood
services and education of handicapped pupils; and
for unique local co'diticAs, such,as remote location
or declining enrolments. Supplementary requisitions,
the amounts raised t[Vough local property taxesf are
set'by the.local,jutiScliction t( pcovide the difference
between reveklues from othe sOurbes and the total
revenue requirements. Miscellaneous revenues
inclticle such items as tuition feds (for example, ,
federal funds for students residing onmilitarylAses),
transportation charges, and receipts from the sale
and rental ofibooks..

t
To a large extent this system has developed as a

result_of the province's efforts to promote certain
generally accepted principles of educational finance.

Thes, principles are

That all children should haveiqual opportunity
} for schooling,

1 )

2. That grants for education should be ciistributed
fairly among local school jurisdictions, and

rta

3. That local schoollurisdfctionsishould retain a: ,

considerable degree of autonomy.

Since tkese principles ere ideals, their .
achievement is almost always 111-nited by financial
constraints. As well, one principle can sometimes be
in conflict with another:For exam'rsre, a more even

'

7:1

distributiorl o f f unds pight,involve full pr9vincial,
control, but this method would conflict With the '
principlepf local autonany. ,-
HISTORY

.1 In 1961 Alberta made a significant change in its
school financeplan_by.establishing tp(e School., ,

FoundatiOn Prograrrr(Fund. The province obtained
funds for this prbgram, pri'm'aeily.frorn general
revenues of the province bUt alSO through a unifo
province-wide levy on residentiar.arid non-resi ential
property, and distributed these funds among school
jurisdictions on the basis of their pupil enrolment,
te'achers' salaries, transportation costs, and capital
expenditure. School board's also had the statutory
right to leiy supplinentarY requisitionS-to makeup
The difference between trhesupport from the School
Foundation Program Fund and theboards' total
expenditures.

ti .

.Since property tag revenues from a province-
wide uniform levy were now pooled and-
redistributed, throah standard teacher and pupil
grants to 41 school jurisdictions, the funds were more
equally shared among tslieWealthier and poorer "4
regions of Alberta. In theliry at least, every schdol
jutisdiction had enough money to offer an acbeptable
school program. 1

In responrsto recommendations by the 1969
Minister's Advisory Comrnitteeo6chool Finance, ,s

the provincial government made several changes in
the f(nar?cearrarigements First, the me3od of
allocating.funds for instruction was Changed fLom a
per pupkrend per teacher basis to a "classroom unit"
basis t4number of pupil groupings.'The 1969
school finance.pslan also. provided funds for-the
employment of slipport staff such as libearians,
counSellor6',and administrators.

Since 1969, the pl-civince haSeviewed school
finance policy and procedures approximately every
three years. Minister's advisory committees on school
financelubmitted recommendations in report form in
1972 and 1975. In 1978, rnstead, of a forrrTal review,
Alberta Education invited two primary interest
grou.pg, The Alberta Teachers' Association and the

prl

(0-
'Residential assessment wasAmoved from the S6-hool\_

Foundation Program Fund 109,tiase under the Alberta
Property, Tax Reduction Act, 1974.

,

Page1
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Alberta School Trustees'tssociation, to submit
detailed reports about their financial concerns.

In response to bOth formal reviews and informal.
representations, Alberta made several changes in its
school finance arrangements between 1971 and 1982
(see Table 1 and Fig. 2). The School Foundation
Program/Fund instructional component was changed
to a per 'pupil grant in 1973. (The classroom unit had
been the basis since 1969.) TranSportation grants
were changed-to per diem per bus payments,
modified,by numbers of students transported.
Funding provisions for the transportation of
handicapj6ed children were introduced...

Major changes also occurred under the School
G.rants Regulations (SCAR). The Alberta government
established many new \6rants which provided for
special needs, so that in 1980 there were 24 grants as
compared to 10 in 1972. These grants supported new
programs such as Early Childhood Services and the
Educational Opportunities and Learning Disabilities
Funds, assisted existing programs such as special
education and private schools, and Provided
additional support for schbol jurisdictions having
special educational needs. Grants in this last
category include the Small School Assistance and
Small School Jurisdiction Grants which assist
schools having low enrolments, the Declining
Enrolrneht Grant which provides temporary
assistance to help schools adjust to a loss of pupils,
and the Supplementary Requisition EqualizatiOn
Grant which guarantees each jurisdiction a, minimum
level of support for eaa-resident pupil regardless of
how poor that jurisdiction might be in terms of its
taxation base.

, The restilt of these many additiOnal grants has
been a gradual but fundamental chimge in the ,

pattern of funds allocation. Originally Alberta school
finance arrangemen'ts relied almost exclusively on
the School Foundation Program Fund, which
distributes money equally; whereas today there is an
increasing emphasis on the School Grants
Regulations, which distribute money differentially.
The proportion of total 7revenues to school
jurisdicljsIs under the'Schooi Foundation program
Fund has declined consistently since 1974 while the
proportion from the School Grants Regulations has
more than doubled between 1972 and 1978. (Local
supplementary requisitions also increased
substantially during that period.)

Mandate of 1981-82
School Finance Task Force

The previous section describes in very broad
- terms the. School 'finance arrangements which the

1981-82 Sthbol Finance Task Force examined. The
Minister of EnUcatiOn, the__Uonourable David King,
directed the School Finance Task Force as follows:' /

1. In making recommendatiOns to the Minister of
Education with4-egard to improvements in the
ways and means of funding K-12 schooling, the
Task Force shall focus on issues surrounding
education finance in Alberta today, with
particular:attention td:

fiscal equalization and equity, as
particularly regards regional differenc s
in the cost of providing schooling, an
the sharing of local school board costs;
the locus of control, with regard to limits
on local requisitions and modes of
provincial funding;
equity of school programs.

2. The Task Force.shall consider alternatives to
the current arrangements in Alberta for
financing K-12 schooling, including
altern tives to the present School Foundation
Progra Fund, and shall detail the strengths
and weaknesses of each in terms of current
Alberta arrangementi

..l
3. With the exception of capitallunding, the

Task Force may enquire'into any matter or
thing which the Task Force considers
essential to the proper execution of its
responsibilities.

Later, the Minister indicated that besides
reviewing possible methods of collecting and
distributing funds, the Task Force might define a
provincial education plan. The Task Force..could
consider theim acts which a particular finance plan
might have o he educational program, and/or
describe an, ppropriate minimum educational
program that thd finance plac should fund.

-0,..
As deliberations progressed, the Task Force

excluded certain areas from its review. Originally the

CV
1

.

'Ministerial Order, June 12,1681, Alberta Education.
(The Ministerial Order appears in full in Appendix A.)

13 Page 3_



TAle 1

Evolution of School Foundation Program Fund,1 972.82'

Year of Change Instruction' Transportation

Debt Retirement and

Capital Expenditure

"Initial Conditions" CRU and SSG with "truncation" of

in 1972 remainders; E 7 1,00, J = 1.20

and S 71.80

Rural based on cost in last 3 years, urban

based on per pupil travel in excess of

11/2,miles; depreciation; lesser of 90% of cost

or grant specified..

Principal and interest for debentures and

capital loge, approved by School Buildings

Branch ,

1973 Change from. CRU and SSG to Rural entitlement on basis of thaAt received in

PPG with E 1.00, J 1,16 and 19'71 rather than on costs in last three years

5= 1.70

1974

1975

1976 . Specification of age range

equivalents nonusage and mileage, loadJactors

Rural entitlement includes transportation of Addition of Building Quality Restoration

handicapped children Program

Additional per bus allowance for rural; srnaller

distances for Grades 1.6 and provision,for

support of non-residents for urban

For rural, per diem grants with allowance for

1979

1980

1981

1982

Differentials narrowing

to =1.00, J =1,05,

=1,20

For rural, grant for bus modification for

handicapped children, specifications for

weekend usage

Support for interest in excess of8% on

debentures of 10 years or more, issued on or

after January.1, 1974 for projects not

covered by above.

As for1976, except for interest in excess of

9% and for debentures issued on or after,

May 1, 1980

As for 1980, except for interest in excess of

11%, and for debentures issued on or after

March 27, 1981. .

As for 1981, except interest ceiling of 17%

introduced for debentures issued afterMarch

31,1982

No change in Administration component: 3% ofj[Instruction Transportation]

CRU = ClassrooM Unit Grant; SSG = SUppor Staff Grant; PPG = Per Pupil Grant, Differentials: E = Grades 1-6; J = Grades 7-9; S = Grades 10 -12,

cc=

15



Figure 2 Evolution of Grants under School Grants Regulations, 171 -1982

te

TITLE OF GRANT YEAR OF OPERATION,

Support of Specific Pro !tarns 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1' tO '1981 1982
f4...

't..,.
7 .

Vocational Education
-' P.1.

q" - .,-0 OAF MU . -Special Education
, h.2.1.111Ww., LAWN ' -4,E;tension Programs

iAll niv ieEarly Childhood Services . -. r.' 1.1,...' czt 41' .1.
.

Educational Opportunities Fund 5.-121.7.z.

Fr .'',g i v; tax.Learing Disabilities Fund

Social Studies In-service ,4-
-4

't &t!'4
tr,",,.. i 4-._

i . ,k-- f.. Zirt, ......Reading Materials
'14.4 . .. ). at... . El .., ,Library Instructional Materials . 4, r. ,

w 41. , -Second Language Programs vfq,
r EA r iw,'Regional Film Library - -

Community Schools ... 4, 1/4'

,
,..A - , ,t4....= r ..

. .
Differeptiation of Support 1971 1972 197 1974 1975 1977 1978 1980 1981 1982. f 71., -, ..
Location Allowances .._

' etr,rr
=t,

tufw;Special nf 41-

r?.Shared SupOntendency
,.!.

.
'.:.4-

A,Small School Jurisdiction V.,..
4.....r ma_,

Small School Assistance - ,--i-1,1"Ji:-..Supplementai,42.1a24.1 Farary Reo Equalization gar
.11 .74

wa ...

ci

. EWA-1, ,,Declining Enrolmer
4,7., MA1 . 2i 'a: . . a :'-'-Private School Opening

0,- .,Teacher Housing Unit 1et ,.. .E.,
,M 14

-41
I,Corporate Assessment ,p,

.i,,
...

.41
.

Miscellaneous 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 19E10 1981 1982

Ep. ,. 1 1Program Accounting Conversion
;-.,. ' 1.4 '.4

Canada Pension Plan "'? '-. , 'f'
-tVirt

i , rls,* oUnemployment Insurance 4- A
---=,--,Privati/ Schools tolli .- ...r. ;,:y g-o.)-4-,oi , 0 -,Jnorganized Territory .

w

,.. L; : BMIntern Teachers
N.:I...V."41
w'.7.ve-o lic,v_ Eft,5- FM I NMNards of the Province

P:3"
';' 1 ,v- - , .. -- ,..,.

1 Signifies year of introduction or termination of grant.

° Signifies a change in the number and/or nature of the components of a particular grant. Such a change does not includ0..chalges in amounts
specified in existing components such as an upward adjustment in per pupil allocations.

\L
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Task For invited two non-voting representatives of
Early Chil ood Services (ECS) to attend the
meetings. The Task Force later learned that the
orbvincial 9 vernMent was considering increases in
the Earlyhildhood Services per pupil grant and
mihimum funding'for low enrolment Early ChildhoOd
Services operations. Since this_relativelinew
program had undergone several changes very
recently and more changes were likely, the Task
Force decided not to review Early Childhood
Service's.

In December 1981 the Minister informed the Task
Force that in the near future he would be 'establishing
a task force on private schools. In view of this
information, the Schoot'Finance Task Force decided
to exclude private schools from its study. The Task
Force continued. however, to have a representative of
private schoils attend its meetings.

cl 7
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CF AFTER Pi
LRATIONALE FOR AN ALBERTA SCHOOL FINAIriCE PLAN

For the purposes of this report, an Alberta school
finance plan is defined as: all statutory, regulatory
and policy acrangeirtrits governing the funding of
schooling services in Alberta' through which the
province seeks to ensure that alrstudents have equal
opportunitiesfor "schooling" as described in The
Goals of Basic Education -for Alberta (Alberta
Education, 1978).

Issues
In reviewing current school finance plan for

Alberta, the Task For::te addressed the following
philosophical and practical concerns.

Equal Opportunities for Schooling. Do all
childrep in Alberta rave fair 'access to schooling
progiams suitable to their learning potential? g. re
there programp, for example, for handicapped
children; children havi?igdifferent social, cultural, or
economic circumstances; gifted and talented
children; and children interested in vocational
education? Ars,the instructional programs of similar

'quality from onve,scho_olsysterh to' the next? Are
Alberta's "goals of basic education" being achieved?

Financial Equity.,Does provincial funding to
school systems take into account the ability of the
jurisdictions to raise revenue for services and the

-relative cost of providing the services in that
jurisdiction? Does,the-funding-make specific
provision for offsetting"these factors?

Educational Program and School Finance. Is
there a direct inc between what program a school
system provides or is required to provide and,what
funds the school system is entitled to? Is there a
defined'educational plan for lberta which is cle
reflected i,n the school finan e arrangements?

... Leadership. Does the school finance plan pr vi e---)
for provincial support beyond the minimum level,
which is dedicated to improvement of educational
services'?

°

Diversity of Revenue. Are there alternative local
sources of revenue for school boards which could
reduce the need for increased property taxation?

Local Control. Where does.authority..over and
responsibility for school programs and methods of
.(nancing lie? Do local school jurisdictions.have a
cl-ice of methods of delivering prescribed school

prOgramS? Do local school jurisdictions have the
,

c

right to raise money for the financing of education
when such financing is-not provided for in the
provincial plan for school support?

Adequacy of 7unding. How should educational
costs be shared between the provincial government
and the local school jurisdictions? How can school
system's achieve their educational objectives without
overburdening the taxpayers?

Reducing the Compleiity of the Funding
Frog m. Can the funding program be simplified and

e more.efficient by such methods as reducing.
the number 6f grants and regulations involved or
making changes in theitax collection processes?

The; oregoing questions indicate that
judgements about the soundness of school finance
plans must take into account two major-asPcts
fair treatment,of all pupils in the province and fair
treatment of taxpayers. A school finance plan can be
based more on one than the other'of these f#tors,
but adequate ,funding is always essential for the 1

success:of any plan.

General Principles of
School Finanee-

-As a first step towards.describing.a school
finance plan for Alberta, the Task Force endorses the
following seven general principles.'

An Alberta school finance plan should:

1. Have as its prime objectivp:
a. the equaliz n f educational

,opportunity, nd
b. fiscal equ'ali2ati , insothr as it is

compatible with equalization of
educational opportunity.

Be designed to achieve an educational
prograrrrwhich may be defiNd as the
province's educational plan. .

a

'These principles are drawn in large part from principles
which were established by the 1969 Minister's Advisory
Committee on School Finance and generally endorsed
by the 1972jand 1975 committees.

Page 7



r

,1

. r

-;,..-744 , - ,.
Provide monies for development grants and
in suppbrt of selected prOgrams over and
above the basic level ofthe plan, in.o'rder to
provide leadership towards the ifnprovement
of educational services, I ,e°

'*-4 Provide for a diversity ,of,rexenue sources.

5. Recognize the importance of autonomy for,
and accountability of, local.schoO!
authorities. i.

6. Avoid infringement on local choice of
method of program delivry.

41> /71
7. Allow local sbhpol jurisdictions the

opportunityito raise money for the financing
of pUblic education when such financing is
not provide for in the provincial plan of
school sup ort.

These principles are ideals towards which an
Alberta school finance plan should'strive. As noted in
Principle 1, one ideal may conflict with another.

47
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECbMIVitAIDATIONS

This section categorizes the various conclusions
and recommendations of the Task Forcin terms of
the seven principles of schOol finance, and two
practical coRsiderations .adequacy of funding and
reducing the complexity of thb funding program.
Some.recommendatiOns, of course, have appliOtion

to several principles but fo/di5clission *purposes they
have been placed under the principle which seems of
primary concern. The fact that alarge number of
recommendations fall under some principles.and
relatively few fall under others does not necessarily
imply that any one principle is of 19ser importance.

Principle 1. Eduational Equality and Financial Equity

An Alberta schobil finance plartishould have as its prime objectives:
a. the equalization of educational opportunity, and

b. fiscal equalization, insofar as it is compatible with equalization of educational
opportunity.

k1/4Part (.0 of this first principle, 'equalization of
educationatopportunity," refers to the concept that
each ohild should have equal access to an
instructional program suitable to his or her learning
potential:,and that instructional programs should be
of similar quality and depth from one school system
to the next. This does not necessarily mean equal
dollars j5er Pupil nor equal dollars per program. It
means that a school finance plan should not favor
one child at the expense of another nor deny any
child anopportunity available to another.

Part (b), "fiscal equalization," implies that
provincial funding 'policies must take into account the
ability Of the local jurisdiction to raise revenue for
services, and the relative cost of providing the,' \
services in that jurisdiction. Alberta's Supplementary
RequiOtion Eq,ualization Grant and;--te-some extent,
the basic per pupil support of, the School Foundation
Program Fund are examples of efforts to neutralize

Ithe effects of factors beyond the control of local
authorities which cause differences in real resources
o4service levels. As well, Alberta Education has
established numerous special for this purpose.

Educators\ re uncertain as to whether equal
opportunity for schooling is being realized because
.they have difficulty in defining the minimum
acceptable educational program to which every child
is entitled. The philosophical question, "What is basic
education?': can ti answered only through
consensus among various interest groups, and
consensus is diffic It in our pluralistic society. As
well, the highly valued autonomy of local school

jurisdictions may interfere with consensus. Eveni if
basic education can be defined satisfactorily today,
the term continues to take on new meanings as
society's views change over time. .

However, most authorities on educational finance
would agree that an equitable finance plan has
essentially three components: minimum aid,
equalization aid, and categorical aid. "Minimum aid",
an adequate "foundation level" of funding distributed 2
to school systems on a common unit of need (such
as per pupil), is intended to provide a minimum level
of schooling for all students. "Equalization aid" and
"categorical aid" refer to additional, differentiated
financial support which is based on special local
factors such as variations in local wealth or the
number of. handicapped pupils living in a jurisdiction.

As stated in Ply-Sole1, if conflict occurs
between the goals of "equal opportunity for
schooling" and "fiscal equalization," equal
opportunity takes 'precedence. For example, a school
jurisdiction may need to spend,more than the
average amount per pupil to.ensure equal
opportunity if the pupils have special need.

Principle 1 is not intended to force all school
jurisdictions to be the samelFor example,boards
have the right to use additional :coal funds for
enrichment or innovation (see Principle 7), and the
province does not compel sparely populated regions
to offer the same wide range of curricular programs
as large city schools.
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EOVAL. OPPORTUNITY:,
PROVIDING FOR /--
,SPECIAL PROGRAM NEEDS

Through various formS of provincial fundi ;the
Alberta school finance plan strives to fulfill the oal
of eqbal opportunity for schooling. The Task Fo ce
addressed three specific problems related to equal
opportunity special education for handicapped
children, industrial education/work experience/
business education programs, and the limited school
program's offered by some school jurisdictions.

.0

Special Educajion
Issues.iTo an increasing extent, Alberta school
boards face growing demands to provide programs
and services which at one time would have %een
regarded as beyond the responsibilities of the .
educational community. The Minister of Education
further substantiated this responsibilit when he
Stated to trustees in 1980 that all childrr n are the
educational responsibility of school bo rds except
for children requiring care for 24 hours a day.

Findings. In some cases the education budget
now finances programs hitherto provided by other
departmentsnSome of these programs, especially
those for severely disabled children (number 3
below), cost $20,000 per student, and 15 to 20% of
that amount is a local responsibility.

The 1982 funding system for special education in
Alberta is based on teaching positions for the
operation of special education classes. Special
Education Teaching Position Grants fall into three
categories:

1. Educable mentally retarded, learning
disabled, behaviorally disabled or resource
room ($15,060 per approved teaching
position);

2. Trainable mentally retarded, institutional or
homebound ($19,420 per approved teaching
position); and

Page 10

3. Seyerely learning disabled, hard of hearing,
low vision, speech disorders or;specified
special school ($20,730 per approved
teaching Isition).

Where special education pupils ire in a program
unit for blind, deaf, or dependent multiple
handicapped children, provincial support is paid
according to pupil enrolment rather than by category
of teaching position. Thiszupport.is limited to either(
the actual cost of operating the program unit or the
per pupil grant, whichever is less. The Learning
Disabilities Fund, which is ddministeredseparately
from special education funding, provides provincial
support for the diagnosis of.p.ceptual and learning
disorders on a universal per elementary pupil basis.' -

The many different forms and categories of
special education funding mechanisms create
confusion. (here are also waiting lists for admission
to programs, particularly in programs for the
moderately handicapped.

Conclusions. Since the local responsibility for
fundng special education programs is a great
expense compared to the average local cost of
educating a child, there is a need for local access to a
broader financial resource base. Also, the province
could reduce "red tape" by simplifying regulations for
special education funding. Local autonomy could
also be increased through simpler per pupil grants
and fewer regulations, which would make possible a
variety of program delivery approaches.

'One notable exception is the Grange Prairie region
3 (Zone 1), where Alberta Education staff provide nik

diagnostic services.

Table 2

Proposed Special Education Program Levels and
Associated Categories of Handicap

(Early Chilcinood Services through Grade 12)

Special Education Program Level I

a) Educable Mentally Handicapped
b) Learning Disabled
c) Behaviorally Disabled

(Socially Maladjusted) .

d) Speech Disorders
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Special EdOcation Program -5- Level II

a) Trainable Mentally Handicapped
b) Severely Learning Disabled
c) Severely Behaviorally DisabN)

(Emotionally Disturbed)
d) Hard of Hearing (tearing Impaired)
e) Low Vision (Visually Impaired)
f) Physically Handicapped
g) Health Impaired

Special Education Program Level III

a) Blind (Legally)
. b) Deaf (Clinically)

c) Dependent Handicapped
d) Multiple Handicapped

1. S CIAL EDUCATION

A si piffled speCiel education funding
program hould be introduced to reduce
disparitie among jurisdictions, reduce
administra 've complexity, eliminate the Special
Education -Teaching Position funding method,
and promote local autonomy in developing and
using a wide variety of program delivery
approaches (see Table 2).

Specifically, the special education. fuildin
program should:

+a) Provide a common per pupil means of
payment basedon three categories of
handicap for both Early Childhood
Services and Grades 11 to .12:Level I
(Moderate), Level (evere), and Level
Ill, (very severe).

b) Improve provincial financial support
percentages for handicapped pupils so
that average local costs for
handicapped pupils .in various
categories are no higher than for other
pupils in that jurisdiction.

c) Reduce waiting lists by increasing the
umbers of handicapped children

Vserved (over a three-year period).

.d) Continue to utilize the Program Unit
Grant for the most severely
handicapped children.

Note: This recommendation recognizes that
local property taxes.arebften.inadequate for
covering the substantial costs which can be
involved in providing for the needs of severely
handicapped children.

Industrial Education,
Work Experience, and
Business Education Costs

Findings. Senior high school industrial
education programs are very expensive because°
of the high costs of maintaining and repairing
equipment, Hie costs of expendkble materials
for learning services, andrthe smaller class sizes
involved. Work experience programs incur extra
costs because, in order to offer this program,
the school jurisdiction must hire a teacher
coordinator. A coordinator cannot adequately
handle more an 70 studeAts per year, whereas
a regular senior high school teacher usually
deals with about 150 students per year. The
coordinator also incurs car expenses or
transpcirtation costs in setting up and visiting
job sites. Business education courses require.
extra funds to buy current equipment,
especially word processors and
microcomputers.

High school vocational courses aro
currently funded ()982) at the rate of $36.80 per
credit, while industrial education, work
experience, and business education courses
receive no special funding. Al since some--
school jurisdiptions offer man Thore courses in
industrial edilcatiozn, work exp rience, and
business education than others, there are
marked cost differences among jurisdictions.

2. INDUSTRIAL EDUCATION,
WORK EXPERIENCE, AND_
BUSINESS EDUCATION COSTS

New funding initiatives for industrial, work
experience, and bu'a iness education shogld be\.introduced to:

'22
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a)

b)

c)

Fund Industrial Education 10, 20, and
30 courses at one-half the rate, per
credit of vocational courses.

Fund Work ExpePience 15, 25, and 35
courses at one-half the rate per credit of
vocational Courses.

Create' a capital funding program to
update equipment for business,
edubation.

Note: This funding progr , which would
be similar to tWthree ye ocational
"Equipment Upgrading P lect component of
the Building Quality Res oration Program,
would Involve $15 million over .a three-year,
period on a 50/50 matching basis; that is, for
every dollar the school jurisdiction provided, the
province.would 'pay a dollar. TheTask Force
does not wish to propose the method by which
the provincial funds should be provided,
regarding that as an admilpistrative concern.

Limited School Programs
Issues. The. Task Force examined school

jurisdictions offering limited programs; that is, some
or all of the schools in these districts offer a greatly
restricted number and variety of coursesOften these
districts have only one school With low pupil
enrolment, multi-grade organization, and/or wide,
geographical dispersion of pupils.

. Findings. The Task Force examined program
offeringscfn ten school jurisdictions of this type and
found that variations in program offerings between
these ten jurisdictions and other Alberta sa'hool
jurisdictions were _due-rriainly-to parental and
community preference for small locabschools. These

. programs Were long established; there had been no
significant program changes since 1978.,79,, and no
changes were predicted for-the near future. All
jurisdictions were offering at leastr-the Minimum
program prescribed by Alberta Education, and they
all indicated strong local support for the status quo.
Some program areas such as creative and practical
arts and second landuage instruction had severe
limitations, but the community accepted these
limitations without complaint or Concern.

age 12

Conclusions. Investigation confirmed that
present school fundihg was not the most significant
factor in determining the educationaprogram
offerings in the ten'echool jurisdictions. Although
superintendents of small schools or small
jurisdictiohs strongly expressed a'desire to continue ..
receiving the Sala]] School Assistance Grant, they
did not want new funding provisions that Would
unduly increase admini rative time and effort.
Significant changes in chOol funding would not f\
likely result in signific nt chabges in the educational
programs in these jurisdictions because of parental
preferences and the geographic.and demographic

' conditions involved. Similarly, the traditional means
for increasing or improving the educational program
in these school jurisdictiohs, such as school closures
and consolidation, would not achieve results without %
developing strong negative community reaction.

Recommendations. The Task Fprce did pot make
any recommendations about schools offering limited
programs but later made two recommendatiohs .

regarding' the-Small School Assistance Grant
(see p. 18).

FINANCIAL EQUITY
The Alberta school finance plan currently

provides several types of funding which partially
compsate for variations in wealth among local.
school jurisdictions, but in some cases the total
amount of money distributed through various grants
might be raised to a more adequate level. Therefore,
a number of the Task Force recommendations on
financial equity are directed towards improving
present fu'nding approaches and/or providing
additional funding for special needs.

Subjects which are 'primarily related to financial
equity among scholot jurisdictions include small
schools and small jurisdictions, declining enrolments,
the Supplementary Requisition Equalization Grant,
regional education price indices, costs ofschool
personnel, teacher inservice, costs, and population
density. However, the major topic with regard to
financial equity is appropriate shares for local and
provinciarfunding of total educational costs.

23
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Financial Equity:
Locial/Provincial Cost Sharing
SHARES. OF TOTAL SCHOOLING COSTS

,Issues : Of all the issues associated with school
financing in Alberta today, none is more provoqative
than'what constitutes fair local and provincial snares
of the total cdsts of local school boards. Is the
contribution thjough provincial grants satisfactory
when local school taxes have increased so markedly
during the past few years?

ee ,

Ifithe local school supplementary requisition
used as 'a measure of the local contribution to
schOoling costs, then\for all Albertahool
jurisdictions between 1975 and 1981 the local share
has increased from almo6t 18% to approximately
30%. In dollar terms, local supplementary requisitions
have more than tripled so that in 1981 the totalled

,about $370 million, and the estimated figure fdr 1982
is about-$474 million.

Alberta's muni i governments have begun to
expreSsalarm over rising school requisitions. The--
last six Alberta Urban Municipalities Ass'Ociation
conventiOns1ta0,passed resolutions on reducing
school requisitions, and the imunicipalities
themselyes haite argued that costs of education are'
being borne increasingly by local property taxpayers\
,''

.--... of the princi ples of school finance are
involved here. If school boards continue lb rely .

increasingly on loal revenue sburces, Bien the
financial equity inherent in the Alberta sch2o1 finance
plan and the equal opportunities for schooling
implied by the plan will continue to decrease.
Through use of loCal tax proceeds, wealthier school
juriidictions wHl be able to.provide more school
pr grams than poorer school jurisdictions, and in
poorer 'jurisdictions the tax levels will become a
burden. On the other hand, if the province's share
becomes unduly large, the autonomy of local school
bpitsirdskmight be tened. The key is to strike the
pr'oper balarice-detwebn the two objectives of
financial equity and local school .board autonomy.

To date, the province ha& not stated explicitly
what its share of total school costs ought to be or is
intended to be. However, what the provincidi share
actually turns Rut to ),e in any year is defined in the

' VI
'N.

..-.

) "i I

I
final instgice by local sc oaboards themselves,
What total school costs a astthat is, what school
boards eventually spend) isaiNerrninea by t6e schdol
boards and their communities alone. The province
sets no real limits on school board spending. The
current controls apply only to what a sci-fool bOard
can raie through,local supplementary requisitions.
Even then, current provincial limits on requisitions
can be waived locally through the passage of a
school board by-law. (If ratepayer petitions oppose
the proposed tax increases, the school bodalmust
Obtain approval of the by`-law by ,plebiscite.)'

The province could specify-its final shard of total
school,costs in advance, either by:

1. Accurately forecasting total school board
spending and then fixing its own budget
accordingly, or

2. S9tting its own budget and then limiting local
school board spending to the level which
results ir)kthe targeted provincial share.

The second approach would not be acceptable
to school boards, singe it implies the imposition of
strict provincial limits on school,board spending.
Similarly, the province,would not likely favor the first
approach which implies that school boards in effect

odefine the provincial education budget.
,-,

--''' The situation presents a dilemma: how can the
school finance arraPgements ensure that the
province bears its fair share of total school costs,
without undue restriction on local school board --- -

spending and acknowledging the right of.the
province to set its own education budget?'

Conclusions. Since school boards themselves

deter/mine what they spend, the province cannot set
its share of total school board expapditure as a target

i
to be precisely achieved every year. Instead, the Task
Force believes that the province should set a'goal
towards which it will strive from year to Year. In some
years the target may not beireached; in others, it may

, _ _ :be 'exceeded.

In 1982 Alberta, only 19 out of 155'school'boards will
requisition tope maximum permitted under the
regulations, and no public votes hale been held on
requisilion by-laws during the past three years. Clearly,
the Regulati9ns Limiting Requisitions do not effectively
limit sciloorboard requisitions.

24
Page 13

0

t.



c
Figure 3 Provincial and Local Shared of Total School Costs
r

.&.
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. ' ,` Supplementary , Miscellaneous,

General Rekc7es Requisition ,Sourbes
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4kotal Spending
$611.9 M,

1981 r

Total Spending
$1,311.0 M
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3: LOCAL/PROVINCIAL SHARES OF
,TOTAL SCHOOLING COSTS

gE?
The provincial share of total schooling costs

should be targeted toWard§. providing an
average of approximately 85% of-the total
expenditureq-of all school boards in the
province, leaving'an average of approximately
15% to be raised by local supplementary
requisitions.

Notes' --

i) This recommendation- refers to average
support. Some school jurisdictions
might receive more or less than 85%
support; depending on local decision-
making,. .local wealth, and'other relevant
circumstances provided for in the
grants systems.

ii) This statement of local/provincial cost
sharing treats the proceeds from the
School Foundation Piogram Fund levy
as part of the provincial contribution to
financial support.

iii) The 15% local share should be achieved
as soon as possible.

DISTRIBUTION OF ASSESSMENT:
A RELATED ISSUE

The capacity of a school jurisdiction to bear its
fair share of total schooling costs depends in large
part on its local assessment base. In recent years
Alberta has made legislative changes to ensure a
fairerr distribution of commercial and industria,l
assessment between public and separate school
jurisdictions. Under these changes, where the
religious affiliation of a corporation is indeterminate,
(Or undeclared), the assessed property valuation of
that corporation is divided between the public and
separate school jurisdictions on the basis of pupil
enrolments. The result, in general, has been the '
enlargement of the assessment bases for separate
school jurisdictions.

On the other hand, wl-iere religious affiliation of a
residential property owner is undetermined, that
owner's assessed property valuation is credited in full

to the local public school jurisdiction. It may be that '-
undeclared residential assessfinent should be shared
between public andseparate school julsdictions on
the basis of pupil enrolment, as is now
undeclared corporate assessment.

The Task Force also noted considerab

one for

nation
across the province in'the, size of local commercial,
and industr.ial assessment bases. Financial equity \
might be better served if all school jurisdictions had
access to these substantial revenue sources.

4. and 5. DISTRIBUTION OF ASSESSMENT

4. Provincial authorities should pursue the
objective of equitable distribution of tax
assessment in all future revisionS"to legislation
governing distribution of property taxes to
support educational purpusrs.

5. The province shout(' conduct a study to
determine thefeasibility c ansferring,from
local to provincial contra total
non-residential tax asst for school tax
purposes, for redistribUiu 3 per pupil basis.

Notes on Redommendation #5:

i) Non-residential tax assessment is the
assessment on industrial and
commercial property upon which the
supplementary requisition is levied.

ii) The. Task Force notes that
constitutional problems would 'be
involved in such a change 6ecauie in
Alberta the separate school
jurisdictions' access do this tax revenue}'
is grounded in the statute,law of the
province and the constitution of
Canada,

COST SHARE:
FOUR AETERNATIVE FORMULAE

Issues. As noted above, the provincial share of
total schooling costs depends firstly'on what the
province sets as its education budget (grants to
schools portion) and subsequently on what school
boards choose to spend.
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The Task Force's mandate was to consider not
only how to improve the current school finance
grants and granting systems, but also whether there
might be better alternatives to the approaches
currently employed in Alberta for distributing
provincial grant monies.

Findings. Over the past-75 years, central funding
agenciesin North AMerica have used four classic
cost-sharing formulae to distribute financial
resources fairly among constituent school
jurisdictions. The central aid provided through these
cost-sharing formulae is of essentially three types.
"Minimum aid" is issued universally to all
jurisdictions, usually on a flat-grant basis, in order to
assist local authorities in providing some basic level
of schooling services. "Equalization aid" is
customarily designed to offset, in whole or in part,
undue differences among school jurisdictions in their
local ability to pay (that isheir local wealth or their
capacity to raise local revenues). "Categorical aid" is
intended to assist local school jurisdictions in
providing special programs, either programs that the
central funding agency wishes all school jurisdictions
to provide or programs that local sc.hoolurisdictions
must-provide for students with special educational
needs. The four cost-sharing formulae, called
minimum foundation, guaranteed tax base,
percentage equalizing, and (more recently) district
power equalizing formulae, have two basic features
in common:

1. They base the'grants to which school
jurisdictions are entitled directly on local
school jurisdiction expenditures, and

2. They scale grants in relation to local school
jurisdiction wealth; generally, the (relatively)
richer a school jurisdiction, the less the unit
grant to which it is entitled.

Many elements of these four traditional
approaches to cost-sharing have already been
incorporated in Alberta's school finance
arrangements. he equivalent of "minimum aid" is '

,provided through the Schobl Foundation Program
Fund. Each school jurisdiction qualifies for a flat per
pupil amount for every student enroled in its schools.

,This instruction grantamount does not vary across
the province and bears no relation to relative local
wealth of the school jurisdiction. "Equalization aid" is
provided for under the School Grants Regulations, in
the form of the Supplementary Requisition
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Equalization Grant. Any schoo jurisdiction's
entitlement to aid under the S pplementary
Requisition Equalization Gran s determined
according to relative local wealth (measured in terms
of equalized assessed property evaluation per pupil)
and relative local tax effort (local supplementary
requisition rate). The School Grants Regulations also
provide "categorical aid" in the form of Learning
Disabilities Fund grants, the Educational
Opportunities Fund, and a host of speciai,edkation
provisions.

The Task Force reviewed the implications of
implementing the four classic cost-sharing formulae
in Alberta. Each of the alternative cost-sharing
approaches is more complex than Alberta's current
arrangements. Also, because school jurisdictions
have marked variations in size, wealth, and program
scope, none of these approaches could be
implemented in. Alberta without restriction or
qualification, such as regulating minimum and
maximum grants. All four approaches emphasize
only the cost or expenditures aspects of school
financing at-a time when there appears to be growing
concern over educational programs (which underlie
cost and expenditures). And finally, under the classic
cost-sharing approaches (in their pure form),
provincial grants are scaled only to relative local

wealth, whereas any sound basic support scheme
should also account for other factors such as size
and different mixes of pupil needs.,"

Conclusions. On the basis of its findings the Task
Force concludes that:

There appear to be no outstanding advantages to
any of the four classic cost-sharing formulae

when compared with current funding,
"arrangements in Alberta.

In summary, the Task Force'has concluded that
Alberta's current funding arrangements provide for
the special school jurisdiction circumstances of size,
wealth and educational need. The province
accommodates Variations in: size (economies of
scale and ,inte[-jurisdictional differences in ,overhead
costs), through the basic support provisions of the
School Foundation Program Fund and specific
support provisions such as the Small School
Assistance Grant and the Small School Jurisdiction
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Grant; wealth, through the Supplementary
Requisition Equalization Grant; and educational
need, through categorical aid and Special Education
Teaching Position grants, the L.earning Disabilities
Fund and the Educational Opportunities Fund.

However, aAoughthe School Grants
Regulations allow for distribution of grant monies to
reflect special local circumstances, in some cases the
total amount of money distributed through various
grants is inadequate. The Task Force suggests
improvements in four grants in particular: the Small
School Asistance Grant, the Small School
Jurisdiction Grant, the Declining Enrolment Grant,
and the Supplementary Requisition Equalization
Grant.

Financial Equity: Providing for
Special Financial Needs
SMALL SCHOOLS AND
SMALL JURISDICTIONS

Present Grants. These grdnts partially
compensate for the higher per pupil costs
experienced where pupil,enrolments are low.

e
The Small School Assistance Grant (SSAG),

implemente_. in 1974, assists school jurisdictions
having fewer than 60,00 pupils and one or more smail
schools. However, in order not to encourage the
continuation of unnecessarily small schools, the
grant support levei is low, and the compensation
decreses below a peak for each of three divisions:
elementary, junior high, and senior high. In
elementary schools, for example, the compensation
ranges from zero at 20 students per grade to a peak
at 10 students per grade and drops down towards
zero again as the number of students per grade
decreases below 10.

The Small School Jurisdiction Grant (SSJG),
which provides assistance to school jurisdictions
serving fewer than 1500 pupils, ranges from a low of
$22 for districts having 1499 pupils to a peak of
$22,500 for districts of 500 pupils. Below an
enrolment of 500 pupils the grant gradually drops
down to zero.

Findings. The Task Force examined the extent to

which small schools and small jurisdictions in the
province of Alberta are being compensated for their
high per pupil operational costs, as compared to
other schools and jurisdictions.

,

In 1981 the average operating costs for small
elementary schools were $638 more per pupil than
the provincial average per elementary school dupil
expenditure. The Small School Assistance Grant
provided additional compensation to these small
schools at an average of $122 per pupil in 181.
Similar circumstances prevailed for junior rlild senior
high schools.

Small jurisdictions with an eligible enrolment
count of less than 500 had average operating costs of
$62 more per pupil.than the provincial average per
pupil operating costs, for 1980. (The Small School
Jurisdiction Grant partially compensated at an
average of $41 per pupil.) Small jurisdictions with an
eligible enrolment count of 500 to 999 had average
operating costs of $308 more per pupil than the
provincial average per pupil operating costs for 1980.
(The Small School Jurisdiction Grant partially
compensated at an average of $21 per pupil.)

SurprisinglYrsmall jurisdictions with an eligible
count of 1000 to 1499 had average operating costs of
$248 less per pupil than the provincial average per
pupil operating costs for 1980. (The Small School
Jurisdiction Grant still compensated at an average of
$5 per pupil.)

Issues. The Task Force 'agreed with the principle
behind the Small School Assistance Grant but
reviewed some problems related to its range. For
example, school authorities in the sparsely populated

'"eastern corridor" region of Alberta had reported that
if schools having fewer than 10 pupils per
(elementary) grade could hav4 the same grants as
other small schools, they could.hire a part-time
teacher or aide to help with multi-grade situations. -
However, schooling costs in the smallest schools are

jr(ordinately high due to the low pupil-teacher ratio,
and it is extremely difficult to meet instructional
requirements in these multi-grade situations. For
pupils in such circumstances, correspondence
lessons yrobably would be a reasonable alternative.
The Task' Force obserVed that the number of small
schools is imposing for two main reasons
declining population in rural areas and increasing
numbers of Hutterian schools, which tend to be very
small.

Page 17,
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In their discussion of the Small School
Jurisdiction Grant, Task Force members noted that
school jurisdictions serving 1000-1499 pupils have
unexpectedly lower per pupil costs than jurisdictions
of any other size.

Conclusions. Despite the high costsof operating
small schools, the Small School Assistance Grant
should neither penalize nor reward exceptionally
small schools. Regarding the Small School.
Jurisdiction Grant, jurisdictions serving tcver 1000
pupils do not appear to require special-sUpport.

6. SMALL SCHOOLS AND
SMALL JURISDICTIONS

The Small School Assistance and Small
School Jurisdiction Grants should be continued
with the following provisions:

a) That the peak grants Linder the Small
School Assistance Grant for each of the
elementary, junior high, and senior high
categories also be applied for
enrolments below the peak.

b) That the Small School Jurisdiction
Grant be continued only for
jurisdictions with fewer than 1000
students.

DECLINING ENROLMENTS

The Task Force acknowledges that financial
problems may exist in schools experiencing'
declining enrolments. The current Declining
Enrolment Grant (DEG), implemented in 1975,
provides school jurisdictions with a one-year
adjustment period as they make an effort to reduce
expenditures to match the declining provincial
revenue which results from declining enrolment.
(This decline in revenue occurs because a number of
provincial, grants are paid on a per pupil basis.) The
Declining Enrolment Grant varies according to
jurisdiction size and number of pupils lost, with
declines below 1% being ineligible. .

Findings. A number of difficulties occur in
conjunction with declining enrolments. School
jurisdictions experiencigg declining enrolments
cannot adjust expenditures downward immediately,
while School Foundation Program Fund per pupil
grants are reduced immediately.
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In general, the smaller the jurisdiction as
measured by total enrolment, the greater the
difficulty in adjusting expenditure downward to
match declining enrolment revenue losses. Some
jurisdictions do not adjust at all, and some
jurisdictions increase real expenditures in the face of
declining enrolment revenue losses. Finally,
jurisdictions With enrolment declines below 1%
annually expakence as much difficulty adjusting
expenditures downward as do those with declines
above 1%.

The Task Force noted that relative wealth of
school jurisdictions is not a factor in the present
declining enrolment funding formula; the Declining
Enrolment Grant partially and temporarily
ctnpensates for revenue loss caused by declining
enrolment, regardless of jurisdiction wealth. Also, the
Declining Enrolmen Grant does not apply when
redrawing of jurisdi i nal boundaries results in loss
of pupils.

Conclusion. The present Declining Enrolment
Grant appears to meet the average school
jurisdiction's requirements in the one-year
transitional or adjustment period, but small declines,
especially in small jurisdictions, are not provided for!

7. DECLINING ENROLMENTS

The Declining Enrolment Giant:

a) Should be maintained at current levels,
plus inflation.

b) Should be amended to remove the 1%
grant cut-off level, at least for small
jurisdictions having fewer than 2250
pupils.

SUPPLEMENTARY REQUISITION
EQUALIZATION GRANT

The Supplementary Requisition Equalization
Grant extends the equplization principle of the
School Foundation Program Fund to the local
supplementary requisition by adding what is called a
guaranteed yield" component. In 1982 the

Supplementary Requisition Equalization Grant .

guarantees a per pupil yield of about 62 d-of the
average province-wide per pupil yield. T is "average
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yield" is calculated by dividing the total amount of tax
revenue requisitioned by all school juritdictions in
the province'by the number of pupils resident in all
school jurisdictions. ."

The 1981 average province-wide per pupil yield
from supplementary requisitions was $901. In 1981
the Supplementary Requisition Equalization Grant
guaranteed-$552 per pupil or about 62% of the
province-wide ayerage yield. In 1982 the provihce-
wide average yield is estimated at $1130 per pupil.
Since the 62% ratio was maintained in '1982, the
Supplemehtary Requisition Equalization Grant
currently guarantees a per pupil yield of $700.

Without the Supplementary Requisition
Equalization Grant, taxpayers in poorer_ jurisdictions
would face higheqates of taxation if they attempted
to maintain educational services equivalent to those
in wealthier jurisdictions. Increasing this grant to
provide the province-wide average yield, instead of
the present 62% of the average, would enable poorer
jurisdictions to improve school programs. Increased
financial capacity of poorer school jurisdictions
would also tend to equalize taxpayer effort.

8. SUPPLEMENTARY REQUISITION
. EQUALIZATION GRANT

The Supplementary Requisition
Equalization Grant should be increased to
provide 100% of the province-wide average
yield.

REGIONAL EDUCATION PRICE INDICES

Issues. School finance arrangements in Alberta
take into account some of the most significant
differences in costs' to local school jurisdictions of
providing necessary schooling services to their
pupils. Increases in funding through grants as
suggested above should.make school finance ,

arrangements at least as sound as they were when
these grants were originally introduced. One factor is
not accounted for explicitly differences in the
prices of goods and services which local school
jurisdictions must purchase to educate students. In
other words, are there syStematic, persistent
variations across the province in the real purchasing
power of Alberta school boards? If so, should school

finance arrangements in this province make explicit
provision for these variations?

Alberta Education first developed the province-
wide Education Price Index (EPI) in 1971 in support
of the activities of the 1972 Minister's Advisory

A.,

Committee on School Finance. Since that time, the
province-wide index has been revised in 1978 and
1980. The Task Force reviewed the feasibility of using
a Similar approach to measuring differences in the
prices of educational goods arid services, but on a
regional basis. They tried to establish whether there
are any marked variations in real purbhasing power
from one region of Alberta to another., More
importantly, the Task Force wished to determine
whether a regionalized education price index could
be used to adjust provincial grants from region to
region to account for local price differences,
including regional costs of teachers' salaries, salaries
for non-certificated staff, and utilities costs.

Findings. The Task Force found that educational
prices, as measured by the 1980 regional price
indices, do appear to vary across the province.
According to the overall Education Price Index
(Calgary = 100, 1980), the lowest education prices
prevail in the south, with the highest prices in
northeastern Alberta, with'? ofference of about 4%
overall. The one area of the province where popular
opinion, holds that education prices are the greatest

the northwest reflects prices only slightly higher
overall than those in the south. Either the overall
regional indices are wrong, or popular opinion is
unsupported.

Perhaps the key lies in the subindices of the
Education Price Index: Inthruction, Administration,
Plant Operation and Maintenance, Transportation,
and Debt Service. According to the subindices,
northwestern Alberta faces the highest transportation
prices and the third highest plant operation and
maintenance prices in the province. At the same time,
the region faces the lowest pricak in the instruction
and administration categories. The combined effect
for the northwest is to produce an overall e ucation
price index lower than what most people wo Id
expect, and which masks more marked diffe ences at
the subindex (such a§,transportation) level.

Conclusions. The challehge for the school
finance policy-maker is to decide whether the
regional price differences if the results of.the
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pricing study are judged to be accurate should be
compensated for, at least to a degree, by modifying
on a regional basis grants payments to school
jurisdictions experiencing the effects of prices higher
than the provincial average. The Task Force
concludes that modifying payments to school
systeml on the basis of the overall regional price
index would be inadvisable because there are serious
questions about the validity of the data upon which
the preliminary results are based. Furthermore,
grants adjustments based on overall price differences
in regions would not compensate those school
jurisdictions facing higher prices in some budget
areas (such as transportation) but with a low price
index overall.

9. REGIONAL EDUCATION PRICE INDICES

Provincial funding arrangements should not
be changed to provide explicitly for adjustment
of provincial aid on the basis oPregional
education price indices.

PUPIL GRANT WEIGHTING FACTORS

The Task Force reviewed the relative weights of
per pupil instruction grants. Presently (1982) the
School FoundationProgram Fund uses weightings of
1.0 for elementary students, 1.05 for junior high
school students, and 1.20 for senior high school
students. These weightings are based on higher
costs at the junior and senior high school levels due
to the more varied programs, costlier instructional
materials, and more highly paid teachers (because of
the tendency of school boards to employ more
experienced and highly trained teachers at the
secondary school level).

The intent of the change in the weighting factors
following 1973 was to encourage relatively more
spending at the lower grade levels, as well as to
reflect actual expenditure patterns to some extent.
Since 1978, not only have grant weighting factors
remained unchanged, but actual per pupil instruction
spending patterns have stayed the same; junior high
per pupil spending has been 5% higher than
elementary per pupil spending; senior high, 14%
higher.

The Task Force is of the view that there may be
some advantage in simplifying the instruction grants

Page 20

weighting system, by equating the junior high and
senior high weighting factors.

10. PUPIL GRANT WEIGHTING FACTORS

The per pupil weights in the School
Foundation Program Fund grants, Part A,
should be set at 1.0 for elementary students
(Grades 1 to 6) and 1.1 for junior and senior
high students (Grades 7 to 12).

TEACHER INSERVICE EDUCATION COSTS

Up to 1982, inservice has been a matter between
employer and employee, but the province has
provided some Alberta Education staff assistance
and materials. The province provided $2.8 million for
inservice related to the revised social studies.
prograrh and is presently examining a proposal for
inservice in the new computer technology project.

The Task Force reviewed a proposal from the
Tripartite Committee on Inservice Education. This
Committee which had representatives from
Alberta Education, the Alberta School Trustees'
Association arisi The Alberta Teachers' Association ,

proposed that when any new or revised curricular
program is developed, provision should be made for
putting the new or revised program in place. There
should be a plan for inservice education of teachers
and also funding for the costs incurred. Provincial
and local authorities should share the financial
responsibility for inservice education. The province
should make a substantial contribution, particularly
when the province is the source of the curricular
change. If the province does not support inseryice
costs when it initiates a new program, local school
jurisdictions face either unanticipated inservice
expenses or poorly implemented program changes:
The teachers responsible for delivering new
curriculum to'students are at a disadvantage ff they
have not had opportunities to familiarize themselves
with the new program requirements.

Altho'ugh the Task Force endorses an expgnded
provincial role in funding inservice, particularly when
new provincially mandated programs are involved, it
is assumed that teachers will continue to make a
significant financial contribution to their own
professional development.
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11, TEACHER INSERVICE

Alberta Education shbuld adopt the model
for financing insefrce education proposed by
the Tripartite CoMmittee on lnservice Education
in October 1980.

Note: The implementation model for the
revised social studies program, as proposed by
me Tripartite Committee, is applicable to other
new programs, except that the cost factors
would vary according to the needs of the
program.

POPULATION I:TNSITY

The Task Force specitlated about whether a
single plan, with special provisions for regions with
low population density, was the best approach to
financing education in Alberta. Perhaps it would be
better to have two or more plans suited to the
different demographic conditions and heterogeneous

environment in Alberta. Believig that a future
finance plan might be tailored to the extreme
variations in population density of school
jurisdictions in the province, the Task Force
recommends further study.

12. POPULATION DENSITY STUDY

The province should undertake the task of
developing density profiles by jurisdiction,
clusters of jurisdictions, and student and
general populations; providing directional
projections by cluster2 of increasing, stable, and
decreasing enrolments; and identifying potential
implications for costs and furtding

Note: This study would determine whether
systematic relationships exist between school
jurisdiction population density and the
necessary costs of schooling, and would
identify,the implications for Alberta's school
finance arrangements.

Principle 2, Educational Program and School Finance

An Alberta school finance plan should be designed to achieve an educational
program which may be defined as the provinCe's educational plan.

LINKING SCHOOL PROGRAM TO
A SCHOOL FINANCE PLAN

This second principle suggests that there should
be some discernible relationship between the school
programs a school jurisdiction provides or is required
to provide and what funds the jurisdiction is entitled
to receive from the province.

Several grants undethe School Grants
Regulations, such as the Small School Assistance
Grant, have a relatively clear relationship to the
school program they are intended to fund. On the
other hand, how schools should make use of money
from the School Foundation Program Fund for

\instructional purposes is less clearly delineated.
Standards for the provision of human resources tend
not to be defined. Curriculum requirements vary.

Pupil program requirements are well defined the
elementary level, less well, defined at the juni r high
level, and characteftzed by much diversity at he
senior high level.

As a result of this rather tenuous link between the
school program and the school finance plan, one
could argue that the prOvince funds school
jurisdictions on the general basis of the costs the
jurisdictions have incurred or might incur. Here
again, however, there are no distinct or direct
relationships between provincial revenues (grants,
under the School Foundation Program Fund) and
local costs.

Besides the lack of explicit definition of school
programs in provinCial documents such as the
programs of studies and the Junior-Senior High
School Handbook, very little information has been
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available on what programs are actually being
offered invarious regions of the province. Even less
information is available on posSible reasons for

:variations in school programs. The 1975 Minister's
Advisory Committee on School Finance stated that it
lacked information on whether or not financial efforts
designed to enable all jurisdictions tooffer a wide
variety of school subjects had been successful. The
commi/tee, wishing to discover both what exists and
what ought to exist, made two recommendations to
that end: first, that a program services inventory be
constructed, and second, that the Education Price
Index be updated yearly..

School evaluations filed by Alberta Education
consultants, and official forms completed by schools,
report the subjects taught in individual schools and
compare the scope of programs in different schools
in terms of subjects taught, numbers of courses
offered, and instructional time scheduled for specific
subject areas. This information is of minimal value,
however, in explaining why variations in school
program occur.

There are substantial differences among school
jurisdictions in terms of curricular program offerings
at the senior high school level. A 1981 study' showed
that the greater the number of senior high school
students in a jurisdiction, the more extensive the
school program at all grade levels. There is a
relationship betreen how much Programming is'
provided and the kind.,of school jurisdiction: public
school distriats, counties, and divisions generally
provide a more complete program than separate
school districts. Third, the greater the, proportion of
local budget spent on transportation; the more
limited the instructional program. The fourth ,

important variable is the ratio of grants received
under the School Grants Regulations to total revenue
of the juris'diction. Systems making thee most use,
proportionately, of compensatory and other special
grants tend to have more limited programs, This
does not mean that the grants are the cause of the
limited programs; schools would be offering even
more limited,programs without the grants.) In
summary, some Alberta school jurisdictions offer a
great deal more programming (number and variety of
courses) for Gradesi,:,to 12 than other jurisdictions.
The most variation occurs in senior high school
vocational, business, and fine arts courses.

As noted on page 12, the present Task Force
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found jthat, even though geography and jurisdictional
wealth are factors, some small school jurisdictions in
Alberta offer limited programs princiPally because_
Oarents and the community prefer a small local
school to a larger consolidated school. (This choice
occurs particularly often in the case of Roman
Cathblic separate school districts.)

Issues. In recommending an appropriate school
finance plan for Alberta, the Task Force was
constantly aware that changes in funding would
likely affect local school programs. Clearly, the
impact of the school finance plan on the educational

f program is a central and fundamental concern; yet
this concern has proven to be difficult to address.
There is a lack of information about school
programs, in part because little research has been
done, but mainly because in Alberta the school
program is defined very loosely, and deliberately so, ,

in order that considerable local autonomy may exist.

The Task Force attempted todefine "basic a

education''as'some core or minimum part of the
school program that the province could fund fully.
However, what is considered basic today is much
greater than it as 20 or 30 years ago, and these
continual chan es in public expectations make it
difficult to perm nently define the term "basic
education". Today, for example, classes for
handicapped children and vocational education are
probably considered basic, and tomorrow computer _.
literacy may have the same status.

I
Conclusion. Since extensive study and ,

discussion failed to illuminate the issue, the Task
Force was unable to arrive at an acceptable definition
of "basic education" in relation to a financial plan.

As a consequence of this conclusion, the Task
For uggests an operational definition: the

ovincial educational program is what is happening
n the schools now. It is a functipn of provincial

quirements, school board de6ires and local
coriimunity aspirations, geography, and availability of,
financial resources. Consequently, individual school

...jurrsdictions are permitted a great deal of freedom
and flexibility. The educational plan for Alberta is a

(Lloyd Symyrozum, "Measuring the Sclape and Depth of
Alberta School Programs, Financing K-12 Sdhooling in
Alberta: Stage 1 (Alberta Education, 1981).



"multitude of plans." This situation is intentional and
consistent with the whole history of local autonomy
in Alberta. While the Task Force did not define "basic
education" in relation to the school finance plan, it
did identify an "Alberta educational plan" which is
variable. After extensive study the Task Force has
concluded that Principle 2 should be interpreted in

the light of,what programs the schools are actually
offering. The Task Force's recommendations are
directed towards enhancing school program and
increasing their accessibility for all school
jurisdictions without unduly prescribing what these
programs should be. "

Principle 3. Leadership

An Alberta school finance plan should provide monies for development grants
and in support of selected programs over and above the basic level of the plan,
in order to provide leadership towards the improvement of educational services.

The third principle, "providing leadership towards
the improvement of educational services," is
exemplified by current Alberta Education activities in
language immersion, computer technology, and
energy conservation, as well as various projects
financed through the Educational Opportunities
Fund. Such projects pfovide special funds, usually
for a short term,, to encourage school jurisdictions to
experiment and innovate in their school programs.
This principle focuses o the province's responsibility
for charting new directi ns; it recognizes at tl-l'same
time that local school ju isdictions have a similar
responsibility to innovate.

Language Immersion
Although the Task Force did not study the

provincial government's leadership role in general, it
did take note of an area in which the province has
displayed considerable initiative language
immersion programs. Language immersion programs
are offered at the discretion of the local school
jurisdiction. The province passs on federal funds for
French/English bilingual education to local school
boards and has kept language immersion grants at

the same level despite the fact that federal funding
has been cut by one-third.

Language immersion programs expanded
substantially during the 1970s and are currently the
fastest growing areas in terms of program
development and enrolment. At the same time, costs
per student have been increasing dramatically. For
example, transportation costs are greater because
students come from widely dispersed areas;
accordingly the provincial transportation grant for
urban students in_language programs is $365 per
student annually instead of the regular urban grant of
$154 per student.

Alth.ough it could not produce a report during its
term of office, the Task Force was interested in
anticipating future funding needs of language
immersion programs.

13. LANGUAGE IMMERSION STUDY

Alberta education should undertake a study
of the future needs and impacts of language
immersion programs on school systems, in
terms of fiscal resources required.

qif
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Principle 4. Diversity of Revenue Sources

An Alberta school finance plan should provide for a diversity of revenue sources.

Principle 4, "diversity of revenue sources," refers
to both the local and provincial dimeriSions of
funding.

This principle is based on two premises:

1. Since all sectors of society benefit from
education, they should all make.some
financial contribtition;.no one type of tax or
no single tax base should provide the bulk of
revenues for funding schooling.

2. Revenue allocated to education should be
adequate, responsiv.e to varying economic
cirOwnstances, and commensurate with the
growth in educational costs.

Currently, educational expenditure in Alberta is
supported by fairly diverse revenue sources. The
School Foundation Program Fund finances about
51% of total expenditure for schooling while other
provincial' grants paid under the School Grants
Regulations (such as support for specific programs
and unique local conditions) provide for roughly
15%. Behind these two sources, wliich satisfy a rrijor
portion of educational expenditure requirements,is a
full complement of prdtincia,1 revenue sources
ranging from non - renewable resources revenue to
minor fees and licenses, as well as revenue from
taxation on commercial and industrial property (in
the case of the School Foundation Program Fund).

Supplementary requisitions on the local prope4,
tax base finance about 29% of educational
expenditure, while miscellaneous revenue, such as Y

special federal funding and student fees and rentals,
contributes about 5%.

Although provincial revenue supporting
edu6ation is derived from 'diverse sources, local
school boards must raise the difference between
their total revenue requirements and provincial giants
through only one source a supplementary
requisition on real property (residential, commercial,
and industrial). The property tax has longstanding
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acceptance as a means of financing education
because it has many advantages. The tax rate is
flexible and,easily set, the public understands it, and
it is relatively easy to collect. Some disadvantages are
that it taxes only on type of wealth and has a limited
degree of responsivelness to expenditure
requirements. Also, because municipal agencies
collect the property tax levied by school boards, the
public is not always aware of which body is levying
the tax, and accountability of the school board is
called into question.

In response to growing concern about rapid
increases in supplementary requisitions, the Task
Force explored other forms of taxation which might
be helpful at the local level. The Task Force
concluded, however, that other forms of taxation all
have serious disadvantages as sources of revenue for
financing education. Many of these other types of
taxation have substantial, undesirable effects outside
the jurisdiction in which they are levied. For instance,
if a small jurisdiction levies a sales tax, shoppers can
_go outside the jurisdiction to make purchases; and if
income tax is levied, people can move income
outside the jurisdiction. In most cases these taxes
would have to be collected by a central agency,
pooled, and redistributed in order to be equitable.
However, this approach would tend to defeat the
purpose of providing local school boards with
independent source of revenue and encouragi g the
accountability of schooi boards to their electorate.

Conclusion. After reviewing a series of alternative
tax bases such as sales tax, gasoline tax, and paid-up
capital tax, the Task Force concludes that:

There is no obvio
which would be a
tool for individual

s or acceptable tax source
appropriate revenue-raising
chool boards, either as a

significant supplement to or substitute for
'property taxation.
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Principles 5, 6 and 7. Local Control

An Alberta school finance plan should:

5. Recognize the'importance of autonomy for, and accountability of, local
school authorities.,

6. Avoid infringement on local choice of method of program delivery.

7. Allow local school jurisdictions the opportunity to raise money for the
financing of public education when such financing is not provided for in the

provincial plan of?school support, .

Principles 5, 6 and 7, "autonomy for and
accountability of local school authorities," "local
choice.of method of program delivery," and "local
opportunity to raise money for financing public
education," stress that authority over school.
programs and expenditures should be placed as
close as possible to the local community. The
province should avoid undue restriction of local
school jurisdictions in choosing alternative program
delivery methods, and allow local school, jurisdictions
to levy local supplementary requisitions f
educational purposes. HaVing met provincial`
requirern&its, a local school jurisdiction should be
free to determine the quality, quantity, and design of
its program. The mention of accountability in
Principle 5 is intended as a reminder that local
jurisdictions must balance rights with responsibilities.
Freedom to make choices locally of course includes
responsibilify for making effective use of resources,
and ultimately, accountability to the local electors.

The provincial funding system in Alberta '

provides for a considerable amount of local
autonomy. Basic support thr6ugh the School
FoUndation Program Fund provides focal
jurisdictions with freedom of choiceoncerning such
matters as organization for instruction, quality and
qu'antity of human resources employed,. and calibre
of school. facilities and transportation services. Many
programs under the School Grants Regulations such
as the Educational Opportunities and Learning ,

Disabilities Funds do not explicitly dictate a mode of
delivery. The extent of local autonomy fn selection of
program content varies considerably across grade
levels and subject areas.

Local Supplementary Requisitions

Present Situation. Alberta school jurisdictions
have the right to' levy local real property taxes for
educational purposes, and they exercise this right. In
1981, almost 29% of total educational revenue was
raised through supplementary requisitions.

Provincial regulations currently restrict school
board requisitions in any one year to the previous
year's maximum plus some standard allowable,
increase. Usually the maximum is defined in terms of
a requisition mill rate, and the allowable increase or
"escalation factor" is expressed in percentage terms.
The escalation factor for 1982 is 11%. At first glance
these provisions suggest that school board
requisitions in 1982 will be211 °A) more than in 1981.
However, beyond increases in the requisition rate
itself,'there are also incres

against whit allowable requisition'
rts in the property

rate is applies through inflation, Teal growth in the
assessment base, and changed assessment practices.
Thus, the effective year-to-year increase in school

(board requisitions is compounded. While the 1982
escalation factor is 11%, estimates are that 1982
'requisitions are actually about 286ghigher than they
were in 1981.

Provincial regulations also provide that a school
board may requisition beyond the authorized
increases unless challenged by ratepayer petitions
opposing the proposed tax increases. If there is,a
petition, the school board must obtain approval of
the requisition by-law by plebiscite.
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Conclusions. In keeping with the principle of
local autonomy; the Task orce believes that /school
boards should be free to impose local levies without
external constraints; school boards should have he
same powers as any Other local government. Curr nt
provincial controls are not only discriminatory bu
also suggest that school boards are less financiall
responsible than other governments. There is no
evidence to support such a view.

Those elected to local office should be free to
make decisions within the limits-of their legal
responsibility without being required to refer to their
electorate or to any other body. Elected officials,
including school bbard.members, are already
accountable in that they must justify their policies at
election time.

The Task Force therefore concludes that
provincial controls on school board supplementary
requisitions are inappropriate. ,-,

14. LOCAL SUPPLEMENTARY REQUISITIONS

The provinCialcontrols on school board
supplementary requisitions should be removed.

Program Delivery
Principle 6, "local choice of method of pr gram

delivery." is a new principle which did not a pear in
the 1975 Task Force report. By endorsing th s
principle, Task Force members wish to sires that the
formula for a grant Shoutd not be written to favor one
delivery approach over another. One school board
might wish to us&educational media while another
might prefer, p rely on traditional techniques.
Although the present special education greets
formula does riot specifically state how the program
should be delivered, the teaching position grant

I implies a specifically identified positio,n and program, t,
thus disCouraging schools from considpring
integration into regular school programs as an option

cial education pupils. The new per pupil
'on funding proposal, which this Task

ee PP/ . 10 - 11), is "program delivery

for same sp
special educa
Force endorses
neutral."

The Task Force wished to suggest by this
principle that grants hould supply money for
provision of the ser,vi e but not dictate how the
service is to be provi ed.

.,
AdeqUacy of Funding

experience/bustness education programs: Pupil
transportation-is another area which received some
attention in terms of adequacy of funding.

A major concern of school authorities, and of this
Task Force, is achieving educational objectives
without overburdening the taxpayers. The Task Force'
discussed alternative sourcds of revenue for school's,
but found that'the traditional sources of real propti-ty
tax and general provincial revenues still seem to be
the only practicable ones.

The Task Force afso reviewed adequacy of
funding and recommends increased funding in
several areas. T e Task Force recommends that the
provincial shay of schoolirig costs be an average of
approximately 5% of total school board
expenditures, hich is a considerably higher share
than presently exists. The recommended special
education program states that provincial financial
support percentages should be improved so that
average., local costs of support for handicapped
pupils are no higher than for other pupils in that
jurisdiction. AI o, the TaskForce recommends
increased fund ng for industrial/work
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Pupil Transportation
The provincial share of transportation costs has

greatly decreased since 1976, with the result that
local school jurisdictions must finance a large portion
of pupil transportation costs. In Alberta these costs
vary greatly from oneschool jurisdiction to the next,
andinany of the rasons for these costs are beyond
the control of local jurisdictions.

Present FUnding. Under the present provincial
funding program, all school jurisdictions are eligible
for a transportation grant if a pupil resides at least 2.4,
km from the school designated by the board for the
pupil to attend. (This distance requirement does not
apply to handicapped pupils.) Urban jurisdictions in
Alberta receive a flat grant per eligible pupil per year
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for transportationcosts ($154 in 1982). The funding
system for rural jurisdictions is more-complex. Grants
are determined per school bus per day with
adjustments for size of buses, rate of occupancy Qf
buses, and distances the buses travel.

All jurisdictions also receive'special support
grants.for conveyance of handicapped pupils, Early
Childhood Services -Children, and pupils attending a
language program\authorizved under Section 150 of
The School Act. Th.6 e are grants'for conveyance by
parents and boarding llowance grants when a pupil
must reside away from ome to attend school.

,, FiRdings. School jur dictioris strongly endorse
the basic structure of tf-) current (1982) plan but
recommend changes i'n the amq tnts of funding
because the provincial contribut n to transportation
costs is not keeping pace costs. Prior to
the introduction of the Curren (transportation plan in
1975, the provincial government had been funding on
the basis of a three-year average of recognized
transportation expendittres, The resulwas an
average provincial support level-of about 90%.
However, this expenditure- driven model proved
unsatisfactoryksince local jurisdictions had little or no
motivation to use funds as efficiently as possible.

, .Within a yer_o'i the introduction of the current
transportation grants formula, many boards were
able to maintain 80 to 90% recovery by making fleet
and route changes which reduced costs. However,
over the last five years (1976-1981) provincial support
has fallen to approximately 70% of the recognized
cost of transportation. This reduced support can be
directly _traced to the escalating real costs of
transportatkiK (fuel, labor and repairs) which have.
been well la:excess of "normal" inflationary.
increases. Since provincial transportationfgrant
increases have been tied to "normal" inflationary
increases in the instructional budget, the gap
between provinciar funding and local costs has
continued to widen. The following chart summarizes
fir 1981 situation.

7

Table 3
Provincial Support of Pupil Transportation, 1981

TYPE OF RECOGNIZED REGULAR
TRANSPORTATION REGULAR BUSING PROVINCIAL

EXPENDITURES SUPPORT
(S ' ($ Millions)

(Average o/)

Urban . $12.2 $ 8.3 (68%)

Rural $50.8 $36.1 (71%)

Special Education r3.7 $ 2.5 "(68%)

Totals $66.7 $46.9 (700/)

Issues. Thg Task Force considered the question
of setting the provincial share ortranspo tion costs
at a certain level in order to redtice fine ial
disparities among jurisdictions. Some eople would

, contend, however, that even 100% provincial funding,
would not automatically produce equality. Provincial
funding at the 1900(0 level could also have negative
effects on local autonomy and especially on
efficiency and initiative.

There are several arguments to support
reductions in pupil transportation funding. Flecent
school jurisdiction evaluations have found that the
most important considerations for effectiiie schools
are strong administrative leadership, clear curricular.
expectations, and caring instructional staff. In other
words, the human elemerit seems to be more
significant in pupil learning than are resources such
as transportation. Other arguments are that
alternatives to busin2 such as distance education
might be more desirable, or that parents (who to
some extentchoose where they live) perhaps should
take some responsibility for Transportation costs.

Nevertheless; getting the student to the school
door is a practical necessity that concerns most
school jurisdictions. Because costs are great and
economic constraints are increasing, creating gl-eater
efficiency in pupil transportation with a endant
monitorin a major concern.

In the interest of efficient use of funds, it is
important to re- examine elements of the
transportation fynding plan on a regular basis. The
provincial government might consider alternatives to
the present system, such as use of purple gas,
conversion to propane or liquefied natural gas,
combining separate and public school busing in
some areas, or provincial purchasing of bus fleets.
Assigning priorities to certain categories of students,
such as small children or the handicapped,-could
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also assist school jurisdictions when they must
reduce transportation costs.

15. PUPIL TRANSPORTATION

The general principles of the current
transportation grants formula should conti ue
to be supported, with the following
modifications:

a) The establishment of a provincial
support level of 85%. oh

b). Maintenance of this support level
through increased funding and
efficiency measures.

Notes on Recommendation #15:

i) This recommendation applies to the
transportation grants formula for
Grades 1 to 12. The Task Force
discussed thg possibility of including
Early Childhood Services in the funding
propOsal, but instead proposed only
that the question of combining Early
Childhood Services support with the
School Foundation Program Fund be,
considered (see below).

II) The 85°/9 support level refIrs to 85% of
allowable costs.

Reducing the-Complexity of the Funding Program

The Task Force Was i"riterested in developing a
school finance plaln..which conformed to the
principles of equal nities for schooling,
financial equity and local utonomy, but which also

i

made the best possible use of available manpower
and funds. The school finance arrangements should
be as simple and efficient as possible, so that
claiming the grants and yeparing a udget does not
become an overly complex task. On method of
achieving simplicity 'and effiCiency is to keep the .

number-of different provincial grants to a minimum
and avoid duplication of purpose and exces'sive
regulations about the administraltasand distribution
of funds. At the lobal level, efficiency might also be
served Through adjustments in the method of
collecting and distributing local property taxes.

Simplifying the Grants Formuiae

The Task FO Ice examined whether it would be
feasible and/or esirable to reduce the number of
provincial granth for education, either by combining

'te-rtain special grants with the School Foundation
PrOgram Fund instruction grants or by other Q
methods.

Interested individuals and organizations,
including the 1972 and 1975 Minster's Advisory
Committees on School Finance,liave recommended
simplifying the grants strricture:sSome changes have
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been made, but the number of grants under hie
School Grants; Regulations has continued to
increase. It seems reasonable therefore that further
changes be made, provided that the changes
promote both educational and financial objectives.

The Task Force found that the current grants can
be classified into groups-according to their focus of
support, their purpose, or the basis upon which they
are paid (for example, per pupil). Since this is the
'case, the deletion or phasing out of certain grants as
well as the combining of certain grants should be
possible. For example, all grants which are calculated
o a per pupil basis could be combined with the -

Sc ool Foundation Program Fund, since it is also on
a per pupil basis.

The Task Force was particularly concerned,
however, that any move towards simplifying the
grants formulae be made only if the purposes of the

.original grants could still be fulfilled. The
recommended changes are intended merely to
simplify, procbdures and not to reduce the financial

i benefit to individual school jurisdictions.

16. EiViLYCHILDHOOD SERVICES SUPPORT

Alberta .Education should initiate a research
study to examine the feasibility, desirability and
implications of combining ,Early Childhood.
Services support t&ith the School Foundation
Program Fund.



17. SIMPLIFYING THE GRANTS FORMULAE

Relative to combining or terminating grarits,
Alberta Education should:.

a) Combine Canada Pension Plan
allowances and Reading Materials
Grants with School Foundation
Program kind instruction grants.

b) Combine the Learning Disabilities Fund
with either the proposed special
education per pupil grants (see pp. 10-

'11) or the Schobl F ndation Program
.Fund grants: whi ever is deemed more
advisable..

c) Combine the 3% ad stration grant in
the School Foundation Program Fund
with other School Foundation Program
Fund grants.

d) Combine support for the elementary
and junior high component of the
Educational Opportunities Fund with
the School Founda 'on Program Fund.

Note: The compensat ry component of
the Educational Opportunities Fund
would continue separately. This
component provides assistance to
jurisdictions having a number of pupils
who have special cultural or economic
needs.

e) Terminate the Corporate Assessment
Grant in 1984, as stated in current
policy.

Note: From 1980 to 1984 the province
was to provide funding to public school
jurisdictions to ease the decrease in
amounts received from undeclared
corporate assessment. Since 1980,
separate school jurisdictions receive a
share of undeclared corporate _
assessment on the basis of the number
of pupils they serve (see p. 15).

f) Terminate Establishment Grants and
the Vocational Education option grant,
Section 10(3).

g)

Note: The discontinuation of this option
grant does not affect regular vocational
education grants-fn any way but n)erely
eliminates an optional claiming process.

For the purpose of day extension
grants, consider students under the age
of 21 as pupils under the School
'Foundation Program Fund.

h) Combine the Teacher Housing uhit
Grant with the Location Allowance,'

Note: Jurisdictions receiving location
allowances (which cover costs to
school boards fol. placing-a teacher in a
remote or isolated area) are also eligible
for Teacher Housing Unit Grantsi The

Location Allowance will have to
continue separately for those instances

. where no Teacher Housing Unit Grant
is involved but''a teacher receives
location expenses.

Efficiency at the Local Level
Task Force representatives of municipal

authorities reported difficulties in paying school
board requisitions in the'spring prior to the annual
tax billing. To avoid the high costs of borrowing to
fund school systems, thentinicipal authorities would
prefer interim tax billing on a quarterly or monthly
basis.

The Task Force also discussed how better
working relationships between school and municipal
authorities could be promoted, in order,that the
funds could be used as effectively as possible.

18. and 19. EFFICIENCY AT THE
LOCAL LEVEL

18. To help solve the problems that municipal
authorities encounter in meeting the statutory
deadlines for school board requisitions, the ,

Alberta Urban Munibipa/ities Association and
the Alberta Association of Municipal Districts
and Counties should be supported in their
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request for changes in legislation to permit
interim tax billing.

Alberta Education and Alberta Municipal
Affairs should cooperate in encouraging
positive working relationships between local
school authorities and local municipal
authorities in order to ensure the efficient and
effective expenditure of tax dollars.
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C PTER
SUMMA Y OF RECOMMENDATIONS

In this_ report_ the Task Force presents its
recommendations in relationship to seven principles
of school finance. The Task Force wishes to
emphasize, however, that all of the recommendations
are not equally significant in terms of their
implications for Alberta school boards. For example,
recommendations dealing with generai support
throughthe School Foundation Program Fund
concern all school jurisdictions while
recommendations on the grants for small schools or

declining enrolments are important for only some.
The funding of pupil transportation Clearly has a
higher priority than those subjects on which the Task
Force suggests further study. Accordingly, the Task
Force has assigned priorities to its recommendations
by placing them in four categories, s indicated in
Table 4. (In the summary of this rep ,rt, the Task
Force presents its recommendations according to
these priorities, instead of by rkumbeTd principles.)
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Table 4

School Finance Task Force Recommendations, 1982

I. FIRST PRIORITY:

RECOMMENDATIONS HAVING GENERAL IMPACT

AND/OR INVOLVING SUBSTANTIAL GENERAL FUNDING

Local/Provincial Shares of Total Schooling Costs

The provincial share of total schooling costs,should be targeted towards

Viding an average Of approximaiely 85% of ihe total expenditures of all

school boards in the province, leaving an average of approximately 15% to

be raised by local supplementary requisitions ( #3).

Distribution of Assessment

Provincial authorities should pursue the objective of equitable distribution

of tax assessment in all future revisions to legislation governing distribution

of property taxes to support educational purpose ( #4).

Local Supplementary Requisilions

The provincial controls on school board supplementary requisitions should

be removed ( #14).

Supplementary Requisition Equalization Grant

The Supplementary Requisition Equalization Grant should be increased to

provide 100% of the province-wide average yield ( #8),

Pupil Grant Weighting Factors

The per pupil weights in the School Foundation Program Fund grants, Part

A, should be set at 1,0 for elementary students (Grades 1 to 6) and 1,1 for

junior and senior high students1Grades 7 to 12) ( #10).

Pupil Transportation

The general principles of the current transportation grants formula should

continue to be supported, with the following modifications:

a) The establishment of a provincial support level of 85% and

b) Maintenance of this support level through increased funding and

efficiency measures ( #15).

II. SECOND PRIORITY:

RECOMMENDATIONS ABOUT PARTICULAR PROGRAM GRANTS-
Special Education

A simplified special education program should be introduced to reduce

funding disparities among jurisdictions, reduce administrative complexity,

eliminate the Special Education Teaching Position funding method, and

promote local autonomy in developing and using a wide variety of program

, delivery approachei

II. SECONDIPRIORITY (Cont'd.):'

Specifically, the special education program should:

a) Provide a common per pupil means of payment based on three

categories of handicap for both Early Childhood Services and br'ades

1 to 12; Level I (moderate), Level II (severe), and Level III (very

severe),

. .

b) Improve provincial financial support percentages for handicapped

pupils so that average local costs for handicapped pupils in various

categories are no higher than for other pupils in thallurisdiction,

c) Reduce waiting lists by increasing the numbers of handicapped

children served (over a three-year period), and

d) Continue to utilize the Program Unit Grant for the most severely

handicapped children (41),

Industrial Education, Work Experience, and Business Education Costs

New funding initiatives for industrial, work experience, and business

education should be introduced to:

a) Fund Industrial Education 10, 20 and 30 courses at one -half the rate

per credit of vocational courses,

b) Fund Work Experience 15, 25 and 35 courses at one -half the rate per

credit of vocational courses, and

Create a capital funding program lo update equipment for business

education ( #2),

Small Schools and Small Jurisdictions

The Small School Assistance and Small School Jurisdiction Grants should

be Continued with the following provisions:

a) That the peak grants under the Small School Assistance Grant for

each of the elementary, junior high, and senior high categories also

be applied for enrolments below the peaic, and

b) That the Small School Jurisdiction Grant be continued only for

jurisdictions with fewer than 1000 students (46),

Declining Enrolments

The Declyliing Enrolment Grant:

a) Should be maintained at current levels, plus inflation, and

b) Should be amended to remove the 1% grant cut-off level, at least for

small jurisdictions having fewer than 2250 pupils ( #7). 41



Table 4

School Finance Task Force Recommendations,1982 (Cont'd)

THIRD PRIORITY:

RECOMMENDATIONS ON OTHER ELEMENTS DIRECTLY RELATED TO

THE SCHOOL FINANCE PLAN

Regional Education Price Indices

Provincial funding arrangements should not be changed to provide

explicitly for adjustment of provincial aid on the basis of regional education

price indices (#9).

Teacher Inservice

Alberta Education should adopt the model for financing inservice

eduCation proposed by the Tripartite Committee on Inservice Education in

October 1980 (411),

Simplifying the Grants Formulae ,

Relative to combining or terminating grants, Alberta Education should:

a) (Combine Canada Pension Plan allowances and Reading Materials

Grants with School Foundation Program Fund instruction grants,

b) Combine the Learning Disabilities Fund with either the proposed spe-

cial education per pupil grants or the School Foundation Program

Fund grants; whiChever is deemed more advisable, ,

c) Combine the 3% administration grant in the School Foundation

Program Fund with other School Foundation Program Fund grants, ,

d) Combine support for the elementary and junior high component of

the Educational Opportunities Fund with the School Foundation

Program Fund,

e) Terminate the Corporate AsSessment Grant in 1984, as stated in

current policy,

I) Terminate Establishment Grants and the Vocational Education option

grant, Section 10(3),

g) For the purpose of day extension grants, consider students under the

age of 21 as pupils under the School Foundation Program Fund, and

h) .Combine the Teacher Housing Unit Grant with the Location

Allowance (#17).

O

IV. FOURTH PRIORITY:

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY AND

GENERAL COMMENDATIONS

Distribution of Assessment Study

The province should conduct a study to determine the feasibility of

transferring from local to provincial control the total non-residential tax

assessment for school purposes, for redistribution on a per pupil basis (#5).

Population Density Study

The province should underlake the task of developing density profiles by

jurisdictions, clusters of jurisdictions, and student and general populations:

providing directional projections by clusters of increasing;stable and

decreasing enrolments; and iuentifying potential implications for costs and

funding ( #12).

Language Immersion Study

Alberta Education should undertake a study of the future needs and

impacts of language immersion programs on school systems, in terms of

fiscal resources required (#13).

Study of Early Childhood Services Support

Alberta Education should initiate a research study to examine the

feasibility, desirability, and implications of combining Early Childhood Ser-

vices support with the School Foundation Program Fund ( #16).

Efficiency at the Local Level

To help solveihe problems that municipal authorities encounter in meeling

the statutory deadlines for school board requisitions, the Alberta Urban

Municipalities Association and the Alberta Association of Municipal

Districts and Counties should be supported in their request for changes in'

legislation to permit interim lax billing (#18).

Alberta Education and Alberta Municipal Affairs should cooperate in

encouraging positive working relationships between local school

authorities and local municipal authorities in order to ensure the efficient

. and effective expenditure of tax dollars (#19),
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APPENDIX A
Ministerial Order Establishing the School Finance Task Force

Government of Alberta
Department of Education

I, David King, Minister of. Education, pursuant to
section 6 of The Department of Education Act, make
the Order.in the attached Appendix, being the Task
Force on Financing K-12 Schooling in Alberta
Committee Order.

DATED at Edmonton, Alberta, June 12th, 1981.

The Department of Education Act
t' Task Force on Financing K-12 Schooling

in Alberta Committee Order

1. The Tatk Force on Financing K-12 Schooling in.
Alberta in this Order called the "Committee"; is
hereby established to perform the duties and
functions prescribeSin section 5.

2. (1) The Committee shall consist of the following
thirteen members:
(a) a representative from The Alberta

Teachers' Association; .

(b) two -(2)- representatives -from the Alberta
School Trustees' Association;

(c) a representative from the School
Business Officials of Alberta;

(d) a representative from the Conference of
'Alberta School Superintendents;

(é) a representative from the Alberta Urban
Municipalities Association;
a representative from the Alberta
Association of Municipal Districts and
Counties;
a representative from Alberta TreaSury;
arepresentative from Alberta Municipal
Affairs;

(i) the-Associate Deputy Minister,
Instruction Division, Alberta Education;

(j) the. Director of Finance, Statistics and
Legislation, Alberta Education;

(k) the Director of Field Services, Alberta
Education; 7,

(I) one knowledgeable Albertan with a direct
interest in school finance as appointed
by the Minister.

(f)

(9)
(h)

48

(2) The Minister of Education shall designate the
Associate Deputy Minister, Instruction
Division, Alberta Education, as the Chairman.

. In the absence of the Chairman at a meeting,
the members present shall appoint a
chairman to preside at that meeting.

(4) The Associate Director (Policy), Planning
and Research, Alberta Education, shall be
designated Executive Secretary.

The Committee may make rules governing
the calling of and conduct of meetings and
any other matters pertaining to its business
and affairs.

(6) From time to time the Committee may, as it
sees fit, select and add non-voting members.

(3)

(5)

3. The members of the Committee shall hold office
from June 9, 1981, through December 31, 1982.

4. The members of the Committee who are not
employees of the government shall be paid
remuneration for their services and an allowance
for their expenses necessarily incurred in the
performance of their duties, at the rates
prescribed in Part A, Schedule 2, of the
Committee Remuneration Order, O.C. 1175/80,
as amended.
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5. (1) The committee shall make recommendations
to the Minister of Education, by no later than
December 31, 1982, with regard to
improvements in the ways and means of
funding K-12 schooling in Alberta.

(2) In making recommendations to the Minister.
of Education with reg9ird to improvement in
the ways and means df funding K-12
schooling, the Committee shall focus on
issues surrounding education finance in
Alberta today, with particular attention to:.
(a) fiscal equalization and equity, as

particularly regards regional differences
in the cast of providing schooling, and
the sharing of local school board costs;

(b) the locus of control, with regard to knits
on local requisitions, and modes of
provincial funding;

(c) equity of school programs.
(3) The Committee shall consider alternatives to

the current arrangements in Alberta for
financing K-12 schooling, including
alternatives to the present School Foundation
Program Fund, and shall detail the strengths
and weaknesses of each in terms of current
Alberta arrangements.

(4) With the exception of capital funding, the
Committee may'e-.quire into any matter or
thing or may cause to have prepared casual
papers or to have conducted studies
concerning any matters, whether or not
herein specified, which it may consider
essential to the due and proper execution of
its responsibilities outlined under 5(1), 5(2),
and 5(3) above.

6. (1) Regular staff support to the Committee will
be provided by an Executive Secretary and
Administrative Secretary. (

(2) The Committee, in carrying Out its duties and
functions, may request of the Minister access
to any records in the Department of
Education that, in the opinion of the
Committee, may assist to carry out its duties
and perform its functions.

7. The Committee, through the Chairman, shall
make repbrts on a regular basis to the Minister,
through the transmittal of minutes and such
other means as may be required.
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APPENDIX

1981-82 School FinanceTask Force Membership

During its term of office, from June 9, 1981 to
December 31, 1982, the School Finance Task Force
held 11 meetings which involved a total of 14 meeting
days.. Persons attending Task Force meetings
included "core" voting members, who represented
the organizations designated in the Ministerial Order
establishing the. Task Force; additional non-voting
members,. who represented organizations-which, the
Minister had invited to attend at their discretion; and
Alberta Education support staff from the Planning
and Research Branch. Most organizations chose a
primary and an alternate representative in order to
readily provide for substitutes when a primary
delegate could not attend.

The following people served as "core" committee
members:

Chairman
Dr. James Hrabi, Associate Deputy Minister,
', Alberta Educatioh

Alberta Association of Municipal Districts and
Counties

Mr. Thomas Musgrove (Primary), Reeve,
County of Newell

Mr. Joe Smith (Alternate), Reeve, County of Barrhead

Alberta Education
Dr.-W. R. Duke; Director, Finance, Statistics, and

Legislation
Dr. E. A. Torgunrud, Director, Field Services

Alberta Municipal Affairs
Mr. Tom Forgrave, Assistant Deputy Minister,

Municipal Administrative Services Division

Alberta School Trustees' Association'
Mr. Philippe Gibeau (Primary), President,

Alberta School Trustees' Association
Mr. Raymond Clark (Primary), Member, Board of

Education, County of Forty Mile
Ms. Iris Evans (Alternate), Member, Board of

Education, County of Strathcona

The Alberta Teachers' Association
Dr. Charles Hyman (Primary), Executive Assistant
Dr. Bernard Keeler (Alternate), Executive Secretary

'The Ministerial Order. designated two representatives
from the Alberta School Trustees' Association.

Alberta\Treasury
Mrs. Lynne Duncan (Primary), Assistant Deputy

Provincial Treasurer, Fiscal Policy and
Econo ?cs

Mr. Larry Moison (Alternate), Director,
Budget Planning and Economics

Alberta Urban M nicipalities Association
Mr. Chuck Knight Primary), President, AUMA;

Alderman, Fort cMurray
Mr. George Cuff (Alt nate); Mayor, Spruce Grove
Mr. Ken Fearn y (Alte nate from May i982), Mayor,

Bon Ac ord

Conference of Alberta School Superintendents
Dr. Peter Bargen (Primary), Superintendent of

Schools, St. Albert Protestant Separate School
District

Mr. E. L. Deutscher (Alternate), Superintendent of
Schools, Lac La Biche School Division

Public Representative
Mr. Harvey Bliss, Vice President, Firiance,

University of Calgary

School Business Officials df Alberta
Mr. Murray Lloyd (Primary), Secretary-Treasuier,

Willow Creek School Division
Mr. R. G. Jenkins (Alternate), Superintendent of

Finance_Calgary Board-of-Education

The following people served as additional non-
voting members:

Alberta Chamber of Commerce
Mr. John Milligan

Alberta Education Management Society
Mr. A. A. (Scotty) Day, Consultant,
Edmonton Regional Office of Education

Alberta-Education, Early Childhood Services Branch
Dr. Irving Hastings, Director

Alberta Federation of Home and School Associations
Mrs. Carol Buckley (Primary to October 1981),

Vice President
Mrs..Qarole Tyndall (Primary after October 1981),

Central Regional Vice President
Mrs. Joyce Westerlund (Alternate), President

Alberta Federation of Labour
Ms. Pamela Kirkwood (Primary to May 1082)
Mr. David Eastmead (Primary after May 1982)
Ms. Valerie Johnson (Alternate)
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Association of Independent Schools and
Colleges of Alberta

Mrtee Hollaar (Primary), Principal,
Edmonton Christian High School

Mr. Murray Lauber (Alternate), Principal,
Camrose Lutheran College

Early Childhood Services Community Operators
Ms. Bonnie Ladner

The following pe,ople from the Planning and
Research Branch of Alberta Education served as
support staff to the Task Force:

Executive Secretary and Project Director
Mr. W. Leigh Hill, Associate Director, Planning and

Research Branch

Administralive Secretary
Mr. Ray LaF eur, Consultant, Planning and

Researc Branch

Consultants and Production Staff
Mr. Gerry Ewert
Ms. Anita Jenkins

,Dr. J. Collins Meek
Linda M. voue.II
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APPENDIX C
List of Studies: Stages 1 and 2 of

"Financing Schooling in Alberta" Project

Y

STAGE 1 STUDIES

Caldwell, Brian. "Alberta School Finance
Developments, 1972-1980."

Ellis, D. W. and Associates. "Enrolment Projections
System."

Hill, W. Leigh and Bruce Paige. "Defining the Local
. Contribution to Local School Expenditures."

Hill, W. Leigh and H. King. "Fiscal Equalization
Among Alberta School Systems."

Niptjols, Peter C. and Associates. "Taxation aON
Pat,Issues in Educational Financei;"

P at, Marwick and Partners. "Disaggregating and
Revising the Alberta Education Price Index."

Peat, Marwick and Parthers. "School Finance
Computer Model."

' Ratsoy, Eugene et al. "Situation Reviews on
Financing Schooling in Alberta." /

`Symyrozum, Lloyd E. "Measuring the Scope and
Depth of Alberta School Programs." .

ATAGE 2 STUDIES

Contracted Research Studies

Bumbarger, C. S., D. Richards _and J._E. Seger
(University of Alberta). "Funding Basic
Education in' Alberta."

Earle, John A. "School Programs Review and
Analysis."

Jefferson, Anne L. "Residential and'Non-Residential
Equalized Assessment Distribution."

Jefferson, Anne L. "Small School Assistance/Small
Jurisdiction GrRnts Review.",

Rislan Enterprises. "Rural Transportation Study."

Sage Institute (Edmonton) 'Lfd. "Special Education
Costing."

Youell, Linda M. "Regionalization of Alberta
Education Price Index."

Staff rapers .

Harder, J. D. "Industrial/Vocational/Business
Education Proposal."

Hill, W. Leigh and J. Ochitwa. "Alternative
Cost-Sharing Formulae."

Hill, W. Leigh and J. Ochitwa. "Local Supplementary
Requisitions Review."

Hussey, Kelvin A. and Tom Milne. "Coalesence of
Gents Study."

Hussey, Kelvin A. and TO Milne. "Urban
Transportation Revi

Meek, J. Collins. "Dec!' ing Enrolment Grant."

Meek, J. Collins. "Special Education. Funding
Proposal." -

SOURCES AND AVAILABILITY OF STUDIES

Stage 1 studies are published in a document
entitled Financing K-12 Schooling in Alberta: Stage 1
(Alberta Education, 1981). Stage 2 studies are
unpublished. Several studies are available on request
from Alberta Education,Qevonian Building,
11160 Jasper Avenue, Edmonton, Alberta. T5K OL2;
Ph. (403) 427-7219:

Copies of this report and its summary are also
available at the same address.
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